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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, JUNE 4g, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE INTENDED TRANSFER of actions, to which we referred last 
week, will consist of 120 actions to be transferred to Mr. Justice 
Krxewica from the lists of the other four judges of the Chancery 
Division. A list is now exposed in room 136 of the Royal Courts 
of a large number of actions from which the 120 will be chosen. 
The list will remain in the room until Tuesday next, se as to 
afford an opportunity to solicitors to shew cause against the trans- 
fer of their actions from the lists of the judges to whom they have 
been assigned. 





Tue rumours which were current last week that, in deference 
to the objections of that eminent authority in legal matters, Lord 
Ranpotrx Cxurcar1, the Government had decided to drop the 
motion for the appointment of a new iudge, led to a question on 
the subject by Mr. Warmrneron in the House of Commons. The 
reply of the Attorney-General, that ‘‘ whether this question was 
brought forward soon or not must depend upon the progress of 
public business,” rather confirms the impression that nothing more 
will be heard of the subject this session. 





Tne case of Yarmouth vy. France (ante, p. 487) affords an 
instance of the inconvenience caused by the =e of the Court of 
Appeal sitting as a Divisional Court. It appears that Lord Esuzr 
and Lords Justices Livpixy and Lorks, sitting as a Divisional Court, 
had granted a new trial, and now on appeal Lords Justices Corron, 
Bowen, and Fry, without hearing the case argued on its merits, 
said ‘‘that it did not appear seemly that they should review a 
decision of the other judges of the Court of Appeal.” Naturally 
the question arises whether it was seemly that the ‘‘ other judges ” 
should, by sitting as a Divisional Court, have caused the parties to 
be put to the expense which has-now been incurred. It is buta 
poor consolation to them to have permission to go to the House of 
Lords. They might have hoped that the Court of Appeal would 
have heard their case and have arrived ata decision which they could 
have accepted as final. As matters stand, they have as alternatives 
either to accept the decision of the Divisional Court or to resort at 
increased expense to the House of Lords. 





A soxicitor has sufficient liabilities already, without having 
those of a trustee imposed upon him. Fortunately this has been 
recognized in the recent case of Dooby v. Watson, before Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn, where it was sought to make a solicitor liable for the 
deficiency upon a security which he had found for a client. There 
is no doubt that in such a matter, as in all others connected with 
his business, a solicitor is bound to use reasonable skill and 
diligence, and if he fails to do so he is liable to an action for 
negligence. But to such an action there is a limit; and six years 
is a cure for errors of this kind. In the above case, however, it 
was contended that the solicitor had constituted himself a trustee 
for the client, and strong reasons for this were found in the judg- 
ment of Lord Laneparz, M.R., in Craig y. Watson (8 Beay. 427). 





But in that case the circumstances were very different, and the 
conduct of the solicitor in taking the security with an insufficient 
title, and in omitting part of the property offered, was open to the 
gravest suspicions that he was acting from underhand motives. In 
the present case there was confidence, indeed, placed in the soli- 


eo | citor, as there must always be when one person intrusts his 


business to another, but there was no hint that it was mirplaced ; 


54 | the client was fully informed of the transaction, and appeared to 


have approved of it. It is fortunate that a check is thus given to 
the doctrine of Oraig v. Watson, which otherwise might have too 
wide an application. 





Tue Stanpinc Commirrez on Law recommend the extension of 
the jurisdiction of the county courts to actions for malicious 
prosecution, but not to libel, slander, seduction, or breach of 
promise. We reprinted last week a letter signed “L. W. C.,” 
urging that the county courts are fit to determine all such cases, 
and that it is impossible to understand on what principle their 
jurisdiction is limited in the manner above indicated. Undoubtedly 
there is much force in this criticism. It is, however, to be noticed 
that an action for malicious prosecution may more appropriately be 
tried before a judge alone, without a jury, than either libel, 
slander, seduction, or breach of promise. For the question of 
‘‘ reasonable and probable cause,”” on which actions for malicious 
prosecution invariably hinge, is one to be determined by the judge 
alone (Panton v. Williams, 2 Q. B. 169, 192; Michell v. Williams, 
11 M. & W. 205), even when it depends on numerous and compli- 
cated facts (Panton v. Williams, supra; Lister v. Perryman, 
4H. L. 521). On the other hand, in actions of libel, slander, 
seduction, or breach of promise the respective functions of judge 
and jury are clearly defined; the character of the parties is usually, 
more or less, at stake, and not unfrequently the evidence consists 
of oath against oath. In such circumstances it is eminently desir- 
able, in the interests of justice and in common fairness to the 
presiding judge, that a jury of not less than twelve persons should 
determine on which side the truth lies; and, moreover, that there 
should be power, if necessary, to invoke the assistance of a special 
jury. Now in the county courts the machinery for trial by jury is 
still very imperfect. For the number of jurors is limited to five ; 
there is no power to summon a special jury, and, moreover, in 
practice, county court jurors are summoned to try one particular 
case, and often their anxiety appears to be to try a case quickly 
rather than well, so that their labours may speedily terminate. 
Until, therefore, some alteration is made in the jury system pre- 
vailing in our county courts, it does seem desirable to exclude from 
the jurisdiction of those courts cases which, as a rule, cannot be 
properly tried except by a judge and a jury constituted as it is in 
the High Court. The county court judges, as a body, discharge 
their judicial duties in a manner which merits and often receives 
due recognition, but the public have not the same confidence in 
county court juries which they have in those which are at the 
disposal of the High Court. 





Ir seems, from an answer given some time ago by the Home 
Secretary to a question in the House of Commons, that the police 
authorities were then thoroughly satisfied with the present photo- 
graphic system of identification of criminals, but it may be doubted 
whether recent events will have tended to increase this satisfaction. 
Lord Coterrper, on the 16th of April last, referred in the House 
of Lords to the case of a man who was tried before him at the last 
Gloucester Assizes for some small offence, and was further indicted 
for having been previously convicted. A metropolitan policeman 
was called to prove the prisoner’s identity, but the man was not 
found guilty of having been previously convicted; and it was 
afterwards ascertained that the man whom the policeman swore 
was the prisoner had different coloured eyes and hair, was two and 
a half inches taller, and had a mark on his arm which the prisoner 
did not bear. In April last the now notorious Jackson was com- 
mitted for six months to Strangeways Gaol, Manchester. No 
previous convictions were proved against him at his trial, and he 
was treated in gaol as a first offender. ag F ge appear now to 
be convinced that Jackson and Cuartes Woop Frrra—who has 
been convicted four times for breaking into houses, once for horse 
stealing, once for fraudulent enlistment, once for breaking out of 
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Wakefield Prison, and who is also wanted for stealing a bag contain- 
ing £150 at Birstal, for forgery at Gomersal, and for housebreaking 
in eight or ten different places—are one and the same person. It 
may, we think, be asked of what value is the photographic system 
which does not identify a man with such antecedents before he has 
escaped and a warder has been murdered? A correspondent gives 
us some interesting information as to the system adopted in France. 
He says that in the last five years under the anthropometrical system 
of M. Berrittoy, out of upwards of 50,000 criminals measured, the 
authorities have identified 1,500 persons giving false names, &c., 
and that they have not had one single case of mistaken identity. 
The measurement cards are divided into three classes, according to 
the length of the head—the large, the medium, and the small. 
Each of these classes is again and again sub-divided, according to 
the width of the head, length of finger, foot, &c., into sub-classes 
of large, medium, and small, and finally each sub-class is divided 
into the seven classes of the colour of the eyes, so that the 
examination is practically reduced to ten or a dozen points. 
The parts measured are bony portions of the human frame 
which it has been ascertained do not vary in the same 
individual after adult age has been reached, but vary infinitely 
in different individuals. The governor of every prison in 
France sends to the central office in Paris a measurement, &c., 
of each prisoner confined in that prison, so that descriptions and 
inquiries about prisoners are frequently received and answered by 
telegraph. The advantages appear to be speed, accuracy, and the 
power of transmitting descriptions to a central office by telegram, 
and at once receiving a reply as to where evidence of previous con- 
viction should be looked for. There certainly would seem to be 
ground for inquiry as to whether some such system could not be 
advantageously adopted in this country. 








Tue Law, as applied by Mr. Justice Cartes in a Liverpool 
case of Veek vy. Wendt § Co., in which he gave his decision 
this week, is perfectly correct according to the authorities, but 
is undoubtedly hard upon an agent who has acted under a bond 
fide mistake as to his authority. Mrrx had a claim against an in- 
surance company, the Sun, in San Francisco, for £1,000. Wenpr 
& Co. were their agents in England. Mrrx obtained judgment 
against the company in England, and Wenpr & Co. then offered 
on their behalf £300. This he declined, but after some time 
altered his mind, and expressed his acceptance. Wenpr & Co. 
wrote to San Francisco for further orders, and received a telegram 
stating that the offer was still open. Acting upon this, they 
arranged the compromise, and obtained from Merk a formal release 
of his judgment. Ultimately it transpired that the telegram was 
not sent by the authority of the Sun Co., and they repudiated the 
transaction. Hereupon Mrex sued Wenvt & Co. for breach of 
contract of warranty. The breach was admitted, the only question 
being as to the measure of the damages. There are two ways of 
regarding these. Either the agent is bound to put the third party 
in as good a position as though a binding contract with his prin- 
cipal really existed, or he is bound only to indemnify the third 
party against any damage he may have incurred through acting 
upon his, the agent’s, representation. This latter view was taken 
to be reasonable by Bowen, L.J., in Re National Coffee Palace 
Co. (32 W. R. 236, 24 Ch. D. 374), and is the one that commends 
itself to common sense. A good example of the respective damages 
according to either view is afforded by Godwin v. Francis (5 
C. P. 295). In that case several joint owners advertised an estate 
for sale; an offer was made to one of them, and by him accepted, 
but the others repudiated it. The real damages suffered by the 
intending purchaser consisted in the expense of investigating the 
title, and in the costs of an action brought against the other 
owners down to the time when it became clear, from their answers 
to interrogatories, thatthe contract was unauthorized by them. With 
these the purchaser might fairly have been contented. He suffered 
doubtless a certain disappointment at the loss of his bargain, but 
such a matter is merely an ordinary occurrence of business. 
However, the court went further, and the pretended agent had to 
pay him for this disappointment to the tune of £200, that being 
the profit he might have made had the contract been good. Of 
course this is a very happy result for the purchaser, but what 
reason is there to punish the unfortunate agent so severely for his 
mistake? The same rule was applied in Spedding v. Newell (4 


Co. (supra) to the effect, namely, that the measure of damages 
is what the plaintiff actually loses by losing the particular con- 
tract which was to have been made by the alleged principal; or, 
in other words, what the plaintiff would have gained by the 
contract which the defendant warranted should be made. After 
this the decision of Cuantes, J., was a matter of course, though 
it isas hard a case as any. Wenpr & Co. returned to Merx his 
release of the judgment, and he might forthwith have cancelled 
it. They had made a most innocent mistake, and it does not 
appear that he had suffered any Joss. What principle of public 
policy requires that the carefulness of agents should be stimulated 
by fining Messrs. Wenpt £300? What claim in justice has Mr. 
Meex to make £300 by their mistake, remaining, as he does, in 
exactly the same position towards the insurance company? These 
questions it might be hard to answer, but there are the cases, and 
the Court of Appeal has decided. All the judges apparently 
thought it hard, but the law is made. Let agents beware of it. 





A very satisfactory decision has been given on the law of 
warranty of horses in the recent case of Chapman v. Withers (20 
Q. B. D. 824). A horse had been bought at Axprinee’s 
warranted quiet to ride or drive. A condition of the sale was that 
if found not to correspond to the warranty the horse must be 
returned to the auction place within two days, and there be tried 
by some impartial person to be named by the proprietors of the 
establishment. The horse was sent to Eastbourne, and forthwith 
tried by a riding master. It ran away, fell, and broke its shoulder 
bone. The purchaser at once telegraphed that it did not corre- 
spond with the warranty, but he did not return it as it was 
unable to travel. In defence to the action for breach of warranty 
it was contended that the return was an essential part of the con- 
dition. It had already been decided in Head v. Tattersall (L. R. 
7 Ex. 7) that horses were so fur an exception to ordinary goods 
that a condition for return did not require them to be returned in 
the same condition as when taken away, but could be satisfied 
although they had been damaged by an accident not arising from 
the purchaser’s default. The present case goes farther, and says 
that the return itself is not necessary if the animal has been so far 
injured as to have lost all use as a horse. Perhaps the result of 
the decision is better than the reasoning. This latter implies that 
if the horse is at all capable of being moved without fatal injury 
the actual return within the time appointed must be made. In 
other words, in any case of serious injury the purchaser must 
inflict on the horse the cruelty of travelling, or must run the risk 
of losing his action on the warranty. Surely it would have been 
better to interpret the condition as being for a return within two 
days, or as soon thereafter as possible, rather than to have excused 
the return altogether on the ground that the horse was practically 
dead. 





Tue Sranpinc Comitrer on Law proceeded with the considera- 
tion of the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Bill on Monday. The 
chairmian and the Attorney-General seem to have had some diffi- 
culty in restraining the zeal of the reformers, who, no doubt en- 
couraged by the example of the County Courts Bill, were for turn- 
ing the present Bill, which is, as our readers are aware (see ante, p. 
364) a pure consolidation Bill, into a measure introducing sweep- 
ing changes in the law. Thus Mr. Wanmineron wished to deprive 
the Crown of ita power to grant licences; and another amendment, 
according to the chairman’s view, would, if accepted, have gone far 
towards abolishing the restrictions on gifts to charitable uses. One 
of the leading principles of so-called land law reform seems to be 
that every existing feature of the law must be altered, no matter 
how conflicting the results of such alterations may be. Thus we have 
Parliament passing (too late) a Glebe Lands Bill which is to take 
land out of the ‘‘ dead hand ”’ of certain corporations sole ; and in 
the same session we find proposals which, if they became law, 
would practically do away with the ancient policy which hindered 
land from {passing into the ‘dead hand” of most corporations 


aggregate. 








Petitions against the Land Transfer Bill were presented in the House 
of Lords on Monday a ot St. Oswald from the Wakefield Incorporated 
Law Society, and on Tuesday by Lord Wenlock from the Yorkshire Law 





C. P. 212), and by the Court of Appeal in Re National Coffee Palace 
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THE EXECUTION OF POWERS BY A GENERAL 
DEVISE. 


A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, has called our 
attention to an interesting point which has recently arisen under 
section 27 of the Wills Act, 1837. This section, as is well 
known, made a great alteration in the law with regard to the 
effect of a general devise or bequest upon general powers of 
appointment. Previously to the Act it was clearly settled that 
such a devise or bequest by itself would not operate as an execu- 
tion of the power. There was, indeed, an apparent exception to 
this rule, to the effect that where a testator disposed of real 
estate, and had no other than what was subject to the power, he 
was, in such a case, to be taken as dealing with that estate. But 
it is not difficult to bring this under the other head of the rule— 
viz., that an intention to execute the power must be shewn. At 
the same time there were no rigid tests by which such an intention 
need appear, but, both with regard to real and personal property, 
if the court was satisfied, by the manner in which the particular 
property was referred to, that the testator intended to deal with it, 
the disposition would be a valid execution of the power. This 
statement of the old law was given by Lord St. Leonards in 
Lake vy. Currie (2 D. M. & G. 547), where he further pointed out 
the alteration effected by the Wills Act in these words :—“ It is 
now absolutely necessary to shew a contrary intention to exclude 
the execution of the power, while under the old law it was need- 
ful to shew the intention to execute the power.” 

The words of the section in question, so far as we need refer to 
them, are as follows :—‘‘ A general devise of the real estate of the 
testator shall be construed to include any real estate 

which he may have power to appoint in any manner he 
may think proper, and shall operate as an execution of such power, 
wnless a contrary intention shall appear by the will,” with similar 
words in regard to a bequest of personal estate. 

Considering the immense change which this enactment effected 
in the execution of powers of appointment, it is not surprising 
that there should have been at first a certain reluctance to give to 
its words the full construction that they can bear, and in Re 
Olark’s Estate (14 Ch. D. 427) Bacon, V.C., called attention to 
“the evident inclination to nibble at this clause and to 
try it by a test more severe than—having regard to the general 
provisions of the Wills Act—I think it ought to be exposed to.” 
He was referring here to the case of Moss v. Harter (2 Sm. & G. 
458) and to Lord St. Leonards’ comments upon it (Powers, 8th 
ed., p. 305). In Moss v. Harter Stuart, V.C., held that there was 
“a contrary intention” expressed in the will, and so far the 
decision rests only upon the particular circumstances of the case. 
But he added some remarks which were meant to limit the powers 
to which the statute might be thought to apply :— 


‘*The words of the statute are very remarkable, and, I think, deserve 
attention from the extensive application which they are likely to have. 
The words seem to apply only to a case where the testator has power to 
appoint in any manner he may think proper. It is difficult to conceive 
more extensive language than that, and, in my view, it is extremely diffi- 
cult to apply that language to ordinary powers of appointment. It was 
probably the intention of the Legislature that the enactment should only 
apply to cases like Cox v. Chamberlain (4 Ves. 631), where the power of 
appointment was in such absolute terms as to amount to absolute prop- 
erty.” 


It is, perhaps, a little difficult to understand what is meant here 
by the power of appointment amounting to absolute property. 
Lord St. Leonards suggests that the Vice-Chancellor was looking 
rather at the ultimate limitation in default of appointment, which 
was to the donee of the power in fee, than to the words of the 
power itself, which were sufficiently general. But this is to in- 
troduce a consideration which has no place in the words of the 
statute. There the power is defined by the one test that the tes- 
tator shall be able to appoint in any manner he may think proper. 
Rather we may surmise the judge’s idea to have been, that the 
power must be perfectly unlimited both as to the mode of its 
execution and its objects, and in this form it is not now the 
law. 

That Lord St. Leonards is not a safe guide in the interpretation 
of the statute appears from the manner in which he himself pro- 
pena te, greckte There seems occasionally to be a special 


of his own property, only reserving to himself a power of appoint- 
ment in view of future contingencies. At the same time his in- 
tention is that such a power is only to be exercised with the ex- 

ress object of defeating the settlement, and not by a general 
rare contained in his will. Lord St. Leonards expresses his 
opistion of the law in such a case as follows :— 


‘Where the property is, as in this case (Moss v. Harter, supra), settled 
by the testator himself upon others, in default of any appointment by 
him under his power, it would seem to require some indication of an 
intention by him to defeat his settlement in order to hold a general gift 
in his will, which can be satisfied by other property, to be an execution 
of his power.”’ 


It is, perhaps, sufficiently clear that Lord St. Leonards is here 

introducing into the construction of the statute a consideration of 

which its words give no hint, but the ju ment of the Court of 
Appeal in Re Olarks Estate (supra) is decisive on the point. 

Both Cotton and James, L.JJ., distinctly laid it down that if 

Lord St. Leonards was of opinion that the Act was to receive a 

different interpretation as regards a power contained in a settle- 
ment created by the testator from that which it would receive in 
other cases, then he was going against the express words of the 
statute, and was wrong. 

So far, then, the conclusion is that the words of the statute 
must prevail, however contrary the result may be to the probable 
intention of the parties, and this is the consideration which 
prevailed with North, J., in Re Marsh, Mason v. Thorne (ante, p. 
457), the case to which our correspondent refers. There was no 
question here of any ‘‘ contrary intention” in the will, such as 
was really at issue in Moss v. Harter and Re Clark’s Estate, but 
the point arose upon the form of the power. It was contained in 
a marriage settlement. There was first a joint power of appoint- 
ment given to the husband and wife, and in default of such 
appointment, the property was to be held upon such trusts for the 
children of the marriage, “or for the benefit of any other person 
or persons whomsoever ” as the husband should by will, ‘legally 
executed and expressly referring to this power, or the subject 
thereof,” appoint. 

The only question, then, is, whether such a power comes within 
the words of section 27? Is it a power to appoint in any manner 
the testator may think proper? Lord St. Leonards has called 
attention to the ambiguity involved in this expression. Does it 
mean that the mode in which the power is to be exercised is to be 
unrestrained, or does it mean that the objects in whose favour it is 
to be exercised are unlimited? The latter is certainly one meaning 
of it. Thus it was decided by Cloves v. Awdry (12 Beav. 604) 
that a power to appoint amongst children is not within the section. 
Moreover, it seems to be equally clear that the former meaning is 
not to be attributed to it. Thus, where the power can only be 
exercised by will, the mode of exercise is not unlimited; and yet 
Lord St. Leonards says that such a power is within the section. 
And his opinion is adopted by Stuart, V.0., in Hawthorn v. 
Shedden (3 Sm. & G. 303) :—“ One of the points which I under- 
stand to be well settled is, thats general power of appointment by 
will is, within the meaning of the language of this clause, suffi- 
ciently general to be considered a power to appoint in any manner 
the donee of the power may think proper.” 

But while this seems reasonable enough, it is obviously going a 
step farther to apply the same construction when the power is not 
merely confined to a particular kind of instrument, but is also only 
to be exercised by that instrument in a particular kind of way. If 
the words of the statute ‘‘in any manner he may think proper” do 
not make a general devise operate as an execution of a power which 
can only be executed by deed, it is clear that the power referred to 
in section 27 is not merely to be defined by the fact of its objects 
being unlimited. Some restrictions upon the mode of exercise will 
also take it out of the statute, and, if so, why not a restriction 
imposed upon its exercise by will? From the report which at 
present we have seen it is impossible to say how far this considera- 
tion was pressed upon North, J., but it seems to be entitled to 
some weight, and it affords a means of reconciling the express in- 
tention of the settlor with the reasonable requirements of the words 
of the statute. It is a misfortune that the matter, as our corre- 
spondent states, will go no further. The Court of Appeal, how- 
ever, has leaned hitherto towards construing the statute quite 





hardship in cases where a settlor has made a deliberate settlement 


literally, and it is very doubtful whether an appeal would be suc- 
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CONCERNING PEDIGREE COMPILING. 


Mr. WALTER RYE has published a volume* embodying the informa- 
tion he has gathered during the last quarter of a century about the 
public records. The book describes more or less minutely each class 
of these documents, and tells you where the originals are kept, and 
where either prints of or references or indices to them are to be 
found. It contains a great deal of valuable and interesting anti- 
quarian and genealogical lore, and some excellent practical directions 
as to searches at the Record Office and elsewhere. But the part of 
the book to which we wish at present to draw attention is that re- 
lating to pedigree compiling. Mr. Rye’s fame as a genealogist 
imparts special importance to his suggestions on this head, and it 
strikes us that we may possibly do some service to our readers if we 
indicate in very bald outline some of the practical hints contained in 
the chapter on this subject. 

The first —. in pedigree compiling, as in cookery, is to catch 
your goose. The goose is, in this case, the fact which is to form the 
starting point of your investigation. Take the earliest undoubted 
fact within your knowledge, and then proceed to examine the aged 
relations on friends of the family as to earlier links. Do not be satis- 
fied with a single interview with an aged person; read over to him 
again and again his testimony at intervals until you are satisfied that 
you have got all he knows. Note everything he can tell you as to 
profession or occupation, change of residence, and relationship ; every 
fragment of information may be of possible value hereafter. At the 
same time hunt through all the ordinary sources of information, such 
as deeds, probates, tombstones, and statements in family Bibles and 
prayer books, and arrange in tabular form all the information you 
can glean from these various sources before you resort to the parish 
registers. 

n this way you will probably get back two or three generations, 
and then you come to a standstill in your investigation. Now come 
in the registers. Find out where the earliest ancestor you have dis- 
covered came from; the date of his death, and his age at the time of 
his death. These latter particulars, if not known by relatives and 
friends, may possibly be ascertained from his tombstone or burial 
certificate. Then have the register of the parish indicated as that of 
his — searched at about the date of his birth. It is obviously 
desirable to ascertain as nearly as may be this date, for the fees payable 
are one shilling for the first year, and sixpence for every subsequent 
year searched. In writing to a clergyman at a distance for a copy of 
an entry in a particular year you should enclose three shillings and 
eightpeuce, one shilling for the search fee, two shillings and sevenpence 
certificate fee, and one penny for return postage. See that your letter 
is addressed to ‘‘ The officiating minister at —-———,’’ and not to the 
incumbent by name, for he may be away. If you want a general 
search made for any person of a particular name, offer a specified fee 
for the search; we grieve to say that Mr. Rye has to record some, 
— rare, instances of clergymen ‘too eager to increase their 
emoluments.” The certificate should be attested by ‘‘ A. B., Rector, 
or Vicar, or Curate of the above parish of ————,” not simply 
** Rector,” ‘* Vicar,” or ‘‘ Curate.” 

If there is reason to suppose that the ancestor searched for may 
have been a Dissenter, search should be made in the non-parochial 
registers preserved at Somerset House, of which one of the most im- 
portant is that formerly kept at Dr. Williams’ Library, the entries in 
which commence in 1715, Under twenty different heads Mr. Rye 
gives a list in detail of the various registers and records deposited in 
the custody of the Registrar-General. We learn from a note by Mr. 
Burney in his edition of Daniell’s Chancery Forms (4th ed., p. 472), 
that these registers include over 7,000 books. The originals can be 
ins , and certified extracts obtained, at the General Registr 
Office. If your application to the parish or other register is seni. 
you will get at the father and mother of the earliest ancestor pre- 
viously discovered, and you will then work away upwards in the 
register of the same parish as long as there are entries of persons of 
the name. But suppose your application to the parish register is 
unsuccessful, then try the registers of the adjacent parishes, and if 
these fail you may resort to the Bishop’s registries, where there 
ought to be transcripts for each year of all the parish registers 
within the diocese. But, unhappily, owing to the remissness of the 
clergy and churchwardens in sending these transcripts, the collections 
are very a The fee for searching usually charged is three 
shillings and fourpence for each year. 

Search may next be made in the wills in the district registry and 
in the principal registry in London, and after you have come to the 
end of all these sources of information, you may turn to printed 
books and search the indexes of county Lintesies and other topo- 
graphical and genealogical books. Mr. Rye states that all English 
pedigrees of more than three generations are admirably indexed 
in Dr. Marshall’s ‘‘ Index to Printed Pedigrees,” but he solemnly 
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warns his readers against placing much reliance on the pedigrees “in 
most peerages and books treating on the pedigrees of the well-to-do 
classes. The editors,” he says, ‘‘ have, in too many cases, inserted 
concocted pedigrees, sent them by interested persons.” 

And lastly, if you want to go very far back, you will resort to the 
Record Office. Here you will find the Parliamentary Surveys, 
Royalist Composition Papers, Feets of Fines, State papers, and Chan- 
cery proceedings. Mr. Rye, who is often humorous, takes occasion 
to warn anyone looking up the pedigree of his own family not ‘to 
too closely search the Crown Plea rolls, or you may feel disgusted at 
finding that an ancestor was hanged for murder, burglary, or some 
other trifle.” ca 

The mode of framing and proving a pedigree hardly falls within 
the scope of the work, but Mr. Rye gives a useful ‘‘ specimen 
pedigree, with explanations of the signs, abbreviations, and terms 
used for pedigrees.” Probably no better guide to the framing and 
proving of a pedigree for legal purposes can be found than Mr. 
Burney’s admirable notes to form 1168 in the 4th edition of Daniell’s 
Chancery Forms. His main suggestion, as to the order in which 
facts should be proved, is to clear off the pedigree in lines—that is, 
prove the births, marriages, and deaths without issue (if such be the 
case) of all the persons in the same line before proving the births, &c., 
of the children of any of these persons 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE TRUSTEES’ LIABILITY BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—It would seem from the remarks in your issue of the 2nd inst., 
p. 499, that the proposed power to invest in freehold ground-rents 
will be limited to freehold ground-rents strictly so called, and that 
perpetual rent-charges or, as they are sometimes called, fee farm rents 
will not be within the power. In some places, particularly in Man- 
chester, such rents, locally termed chief rents, are very numerous, and, 
in Manchester, probably far exceed the freehold ground-rents; the 
latter being in ecsiatar principally reserved for 999 years. There 
would seem to be no good reason why the proposed power of invest- 
ment should not be extended to perpetual rent-charges or fee farm 
rents provided that the land out of which they issue is not subject to 
any previous rent. 

Referring to your article on p. 501 as to the other investments pro- 
posed to be authorized, is it not desirable that the terms ‘‘ debenture 
stock,” ‘‘ preference stock,” and ‘‘ guaranteed stock’’ should be de- 
fined? The terms may be sufficiently well understood amongst 
brokers, but the word ‘‘ debenture” has latterly had a wide meaning 
given to it; a preference stock may carry a cumulative or a non- 
cumulative dividend ; and a guaranteed stock may be guaranteed by 
the company issuing it or by another company, and the guarantee 
may be fimited as to time or interest. 

If the Bill does not already do so, it would be very convenient that 
all the investments open to trustees should be specified, and not part 
be left to one Act sok wit to another or others. 

Before the Bill is finally settled, the Scotch Act of 50 & 51 Vict. c. 
18, and some previous Scotch Acts giving to trustees numerous 
poses, might usefully be referred to. B. 

une 2, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Trustees are to have power to buy freehold ground-rents 
having sixty years to run, and the ground-rent not exceeding one- 
tenth of the net annual rateable value of the property. Why one- 
tenth? Where are such ground-rents to be found? There are 
hardly any. If the rack-rent is from eight to ten times the amount 
of the ground-rent the latter is very well secured. Thus a £50 
house will bear £5 or £6 ground-rent very comfortably, but the net 
annual rateable value of that house will not exceed £40, so that the 
trustee is excluded from its ground-rent if it exceeds £4 a year. I 
hope an amendment may be made substituting ‘‘ one-eighth ” for 
‘‘one-tenth,” or, so far as this power is concerned, trustees will have 
gained nothing. Cc. P. D. 

London, June 4. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S COUNCIL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to the paragraph in your issue of last week on the 
above subject, I beg to inform you that it is the intention of the 
Nottingham Incorporated Law Society to nominate Mr. Henry Wing, 
of Nottingham, to the present country ——~ Mr. Wing fas 
pa a ¢ in 1884 as the representative of the four north midland 
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counties of Derby, Leicester, Lincoln, and Nottingham, none of 
whom have now any representative on the Council. On that occasion 
he polled 1,225 votes, and was only defeated by six votes in conse- 
quence of numbers of his supporters in different parts of the country 
not understanding that there was really only one country vacancy, 
and, therefore, voting for other country candidates as well. 

You will also remember that on the death of Mr. Bateson Wood, of 
Manchester, Mr. Wing was again nominated, but, as stated in the 
printed proceedings of the General Annual Meeting at the Law 
Institution on the 10th of July, 1885, he ‘‘ withdrew in favour of 
Mr. Cooper, of Manchester, on the understanding that he would 
present himself for election on the occasion of the next country 
vacancy.” 

Under these circumstances it is clear that Mr. Wing has a great 
claim on all members of the Law Society, and I trust he will receive 
their support in the event of a contest at the approaching election. 

ARTHUR BARLOW, 
aun Secretary to the Nottingham Incorporated Law Society. 
une 6, 





SECTION 27 OF THE WILLS ACT, 1837. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Unless I am much mistaken you have not commented on the 
very important case of Re Marsh, Mason v. Thorne, reported at p. 457 
of your issue of May 12. A great many settlements Sots been made 
in the form mentioned in that case, and have been acted upon. Mr. 
Justice North, nearly fifty years after =e of the Wills Act, 
has upset what has generally been supposed to be the law; and it is 
understood that the case in question is not to be appealed. 

In the same way the judges some time ago upset the 14th section of 
the Licensing Act of 1828, and inflicted an immense amount of injury 
upon a great number of innocent persons until their decision was 
upset by the Court of Appeal a few years afterwards. 

June 2. An Op SoLiciTor. 

[See the article in another column.—Eb. 8.J.] 





COUNTY COURTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Your correspondent of last week is mistaken in supposin 
that there is no power given to the judge or registrar to order sub- 


‘stituted service of a default summons. Such orders are frequently 


made under ord. 7, r. 36, of the County Court Rules. 

There is no need to insert a provision for substituted service in the 
Amendment Act about to be passed, for the simple reason that the 
subject has been already dealt with by 38 & 39 Vict. c. 50, 8. 1. 

The order for leave to proceed as if personal service had been 
effected wil] be found in the Appendix to the Rules, p. 217, Form 32, 

23, John-street, Bedford-row, June 2. C. G. SHERWOOD. 








The Daily Telegraph says that a curious question of judicial etiquette 
has been just decided at the Birmingham County Court. When a lady 
entered the witness-box to be sworn, the usher made to her the usual re- 
quest that she should ‘‘ remove her glove.’’ The lady’s counsel thereupon 
protested. He questioned the legality of the requirement, and quoted a 
case at the Warwick Assizes, when Lord Bramwell rebuked one of his 
attendants for telling a lady witness to take off her glove. At Liverpool, 
in 1858, his lordship also declared that ‘‘there is no reason why a witness 
should be required to remove his glove when taking an oath.’’ Impressed 
by these quotations, the county court judge allowed the lady to be sworn 
without removing her glove, and she left the court, as she came into it, 
with clean hands. For there are fastidious people who object to fingering 
a New Testament thet has lived, so to speak, from hand to mouth for 
— or thirty years, and with very little cleansing during that ordeal of 
touch. 


On Friday last in a case which had been transferred to Mr. Justice 
Kekewich for ‘trial only,”” in pursuance of the Rules of Court, Mr. 
Grosvenor Woods, the defendants’ counsel, applied, with the consent of 
all parties, for a postponement of the trial. He stated that after the 
transfer had been made the pleadings had been amended, the amended 
defence having been only delivered omthe 2ndof May. Mr. Justice Keke- 
wich took advantage of the presence of the Attorney-General to point out 
the inconvenience of the present practice, under which his lordship had no 
jurisdiction, in cases transferred to him for trial, except to try the case and 
give judgment. Leave to amend, even after the transfer, had in such a 
case to be obtained from the judge to whom the case was originally 
assigned. His lordship had no notice of the application or order at the 
time, and the effect was practically to render it impossible for him to control 
his own paper. It would be convenient if some arrangement could be 
made by which, after a case had been transferred to his lordship, he might 
have jurisdiction as to interlocutory applications, at any rate until after the 
trial. The Attomey-General said the present practice appeared to be 
most inconvenient, and if Mr. Grosvenor Woods would communicate with 
him, he would lay the matter before the L-rd Chancellor, with a view to 
obtaining an alteration of the practice. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
DEARLE v. THE ete | PETERSFIELD UNION—No, 1, 
4 une, 


Puntic HeattHo—Gvarpians or THE Poorn— Dent, Oram, on Demand 
rrom”—To se Pam Wrruiw rue Ovrrent Hatr-Year—22 & 23 
Vicr. c. 49, 8. 1—Apptication or, TO GUARDIANS SUED AS THE RuRAL 
es. AvutHority—Pvusiic Heart Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 

os Oe 


Action against the defendants, acting as the rural sani authority, 
for pend due for work and labour done under an agreement in construct- 
ing ce’ sewers in 1885 and 1886. The only defence material to the 
present case was that the plaintiff did not commence any proceedings for 
the debt, claim, or demand within the half-year in which the same was 
incurred or became due, or within three months afterwards, as required 
by 22 & 23 Vict. c. 49. The action was commenced on the 10th of May, 
1887, and a large number of the items would be barred if the above de- 
fence was a good one. 22 & 23 Vict. c. 49, s. 1, provides that ‘‘ with re- 
spect to any debt, claim, or demand, which may, after the passing of this 
Act, be lawfully incurred by or become due from the epee of any 
union or parish . . . such debt, claim, or demand shall be paid within 
the half-year in which the same shall have been incurred or become 
due, or within three months after the expiration of such half-year.’’ The 
Public Health Act, 1875, s. 9, provides that the area of any union, not 
within an urban district, shall be a rural district, and the jans of 
the union shall form the rural authority of such district ; by the last 
clause, ‘‘ subject to the provisions of t Act, all statutes, orders, and 
legal provisions apples to any board of shall apply to them 
in their capacity of rural authority under Act.” The half-year for 
Poor Law Guardians ends on the 25th of March and the 29th of sod 
in each year. Butt, J., sitting as a judge of the Queen’s Bench Division, 
overruled the defence. The defendants appealed. Baker v. Billeric 
Union (2 H & O, 642) and Rhodes v. Pateley Bridge Union (51 L. T. N. 8. 
235) were cited. 

Tue Covrr (Linpizy and Bowey, L.JJ.), having taken time to 
consider, dismissed the appeal. The preamble of the earlier Act 
shewed that the limit of time therein prescribed applied to debts incurred 
by guardians in the administration of the relief of the _—. The Public 
Health Act, 1875, had constituted guardians of the poor for certain districts 
rural authorities, and had conferred upon them certain powers. The 
contention of the defendants was that section 9 had incorporated the 


& | limitation of time for suing contained in section 1 of the earlier Act. The 


section, however, in their opinion, only applied the provisions — 
to boards of guardians to rural sanitary authorities when ex the 
powers of guardians of the poor. The defendants were not exe ng 
their powers as guardians of the poor when a made this contract, but 
powers confe upon them by the Public Health Act, 1875, as the rural 
sanitary authority. The limitation of time contained in 22 & 23 Vict. c. 
49, s. 1, did not, therefore, apply.—Counsgt, R. Wallace ; Lumley Smith, 
Q.C.,and G. G. Greenwood. Licttors, J. G. Dearle ; Soames, Edwards, 
$ Jones, fur Soames $ Caparn, Petersfield. 


WHITELEY v. BARLEY—No. 1, 5th June. 


CorporaTion—Orricer or Loca Autsority ‘‘ ConceRNED OR INTERESTED ” 
in Contract—Pvustic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), s. 193. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Mathew, J., reported 36 W. R. 
553. The action was brought to recover penalties under section 193 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875. The defendant was the town surveyor to the 
——— of Ramsgate, which is, within the meaning of the Act, the 
local authority for that district. The corporation being about to under- 
take certain improvements in the paving and sewering of the streets, 
employed the defendant to take out the quantities. On these quantities 
tenders were made and contracts were entered into by the corporation 
with three separate contractors. It was provided in each contract that the 
contractor should pay the défendant for his services in taking out the 
quantities 24 per cent. on the amount of the contract. This amount the 
contractor was to receive upon obtaining the defendant's certificate that the 
works had been completed to his satisfaction. The penalties were claimed 
in respect of these three contracts, and also in respect of contracts entered 
into by the corporation for the construction of sewage works. The defen- 
dant had prepared a scheme and had been appointed engineer to super- 
intend these works by the corporation, and under these contracts he was 
also to receive a percen for taking out the quantities. Mathew, J., 
held that the defendant was ‘‘ concerned or interested’’ in all these con- 
tracts within the meaning of section 193, and gave j t against him 
for four penalties of £50 each. The defendant ap) ' 

Tue Covrr(Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Linpiey Lopzs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, and affirmed the decision of Mathew, J. Lord Esuzr, M.R., 
said that the work of taking out quantities was no part of the defendant’s 
ordinary work as town surveyor. The corporation could nct require, but 
could only request, him to undertake duty. The tion of the 
defendant was such that he could claim nothing from the corporation. 
There was no contract between him and the corporation, nor between him 
and the contractors, but there was a contract between the corporation 
and the contractors, by which the contractors were to pay the defendant 
this percentage. The defendant could only recover that percentage 
through the existence of that contract. e corporation would 
compelled to allow him to sue under their name on the contract to 


| recover that percentage, Could it, therefore, be said that he was not 
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interested in the contract? His position was exactly that at which the 
section aimed. The section was intended to preserve such officials from 
temptation, and although there was no suggestion that the defendant 
had in any way yielded to the temptation, yet he came within the terms 
of the eection. Linpiey, L J., concurred. The interest of the defendant 
in the contracts was palpable and unmistakable. The amount that he 
would receive varied with the amount of the contract, and it was clear 
that he came within the language of the section. Lopzs, L..J., was of 
the same opinion.—Counszt, Finlay, Q.C., Tindal Atkinson, and Crispe ; 
Kemp, Q.0., and H. F. Dickens. Sotictrors, Meredith, Roberts, & Mills, 
for Hubbard, Ramagate; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for Hills, Margate. 


HYDE v. HYDE—No. 2, 6th June. 


Marrrep Woman — Separate Estate — SzqvestraTion TO ENFORCE 
Oxneprence To OrpER or Drvorce Court—Form or OrnpER—PROPERTY 
Arrgcrep—Divorce Covurt—JurispicTion—-SumMMONING TutrD Partizs 
To ATTEND FOR ExaminaTion—Divorce Court Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 
85), ss. 35, 52—R. 8. O., 1883, XLII., 33; LXVIIL., 1. 


One question in this case was as to the proper form of an order for 
eequestration made by the l)ivorce Division against a married woman to 
enforce obedience to an order of that court—viz., whether the order, and 
the writ issued under it, ought to be expressly limited to separate property 
of the married woman not subject to any restraint of anticipation. 
Another question was whether the Divorce Division had jurisdiction to 
make an order for the attendance of third parties for examination with 
the view of obtaining information as to the whereabouts of children, as to 
whose custody an order had been made and not been obeyed. Rule 33 of 
order 42 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, provides that ‘‘In case 
of any judgment or order other than for the recovery or payment of 
money, if any difficulty shall arise in or about the execution or enforce- 
ment thereof, any party interested may apply to the court or a judge, and 
the court or judge may make such order thereon for the attendance and 
examination of any party or otherwise as may be just.’? By rulei of 
order 68, ‘‘Subject to the provisions of this order, nothing in these 
rules, save as expressly provided, shall affect the procedure or practice in 
apy of the following causcs or matters *’ (inter alia) : ‘‘(d) Proceedings for 
divorce or other matrimonial causes.’’ Section 35 of the Divorce Court 
Act of 1857 provides that, ‘‘ On any petition for dissolving a marriage, the 
court may from time to time, before making its final decree, make such 
interim orders, and may make such provision in the final decree, as it 
may deem just and proper with respect to the custody, maintenance, and 
education of the children, the marriage of whose parents is the subject of 
such suit, and may, if it shall think fit, direct proper proceedings to be 
taken for placing such children under the protection of the Court of 
Chancery.”” And by section 52, ‘‘ All decrees and orders to made by the 
court, in any suit, proceeding, or petition to be instituted under authority 
of this Act shall be enforced and put in execution in the same or the like 
manner as the judgments, orders, and decrees of the High Court of 
Chancery may be now enforced and put in execution.”” By section. 39 of 
the Act 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, ‘‘ Upon the hearing of any cause depending ”’ 
in the Court of Chancery, ‘‘the court, if it shall see fit so to do, may require 
the saggensaane and oral examination before itself of any witnees or at f 
in the cause.”” In the present case, on the petition of a husband, 
a decree nisi for a divorce on the ground of the wife's 
adultery was made on the 17th of December last. On the 
21st of December, on the application of the husband, an order was made 
by Hannen, P., that the wife should deliver up into .the custody of the 
husband, within one week from the date of the order, the two children of 
the marriage, and it was further ordered that the wife should be restrained 
from taking the children, or either of them, out of the jurisdiction of the 
court. This order was not obeyed, and, on the husband's application, 
Butt, J., on the 29th of May last, ordered that the wife be declared con- 
tumacious and in contempt for not delivering over to the husband the 
children as ordered by the court; and that a writ of sequestration should 
issue against the estate and effects of the wife; and, further, that the 
wife’s mother, the wife’s sister, and her brother-in-law should attend to 
be examined before the court as to their knowledge of the whereabouts of 
the wife and children. On the hearing of the appeal it was objected on 
behalf of the wife—(1) that the order of the 21st of December had not been 
personally served on the wife ; (2) that the order for a sequestration ought 
not to have been in general terms, but ought to have been expressly 
limited to separate property of the wife which was not subject to any re- 
straint on anticipation, in the same way as a judgment against a married 
woman as settled by the Court of Appeal in Scott v. Morley (20 Q. B. D. 
120, ante, p. 42); and (3) that there was no jurisdiction to order the attend- 
ance of third parties for examination. The Court of Chancery would have 
made such an order only in the case of a ward of court, or under the power 
conferred by section 39 of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, which did not apply here, 
because there was no cause depending. On the first point the court did 
not call on the counsel for the husband. On his behalf it was urged that 
it was in accordance with the practice, as shown by Miller v. Miller (2 
P. & D. 54), to issue the writ of sequestration in the case of a married 
woman in a general form, leaving it for future determination whether any 
particular kind of property could be taken under the writ. And, as to the 
third point, it was contended that section 35 of the Act of 1857 had placed 
the Divorce Court in the same position as the Court of Chancery occupied 
towards its wards, and that section 52 gave the court the power of summon- 
ing witnesees which the Court of Chancery had under section 39 of the Act 
of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86 

Tux Cover (Corrox, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the order as to 
the sequestration, and discharged it as to the attendance of the third 
parties for examination. Corron, L.J., said that, as a general rule, before 


a sequestration could be issued for disobedience to an order, the order 
must have been personally served. But if the person had been present in 
court, and had heard the order made, or if it had been shewn that he had 
been evading personal service, then it was not necessary to prove personal 
service, The evidence in the present case shewed that the sppellant knew 
of the order of the 21st of December, and that she had purposely kept out 
of the way to avoid service. This objection could not, therefore, prevail. 
With regard to the form of the order for sequestration, the registrar had 
ascertained from the records of the court that the order for a sequestra- 
tion made in Miller v. Miller, and the writ issued in pursuance of it, were 

n the general form, and that it had always been the practice of the 
Divorce Court to make orders for sequestration against a married woman 
in that form. Of course, the question might afterwards arise whether any 
particular kind of property was affected by the order, and, as that ques- 
tion had been fully argued, it would be right for the court now to state 
what property cf a married woman could be seguestered. It was not ne- 
cessary to say what would be done if there was evidence that the married 
woman had no property, except that which was subject to a restraint on 
anticipation. There was no such evidence in this case, and the trustee of 
the settlement had stated that there were arrears of income as to which, 
of course, the restraint on anticipation was at an end. To such arrears 
the sequestration would apply. But it would be wrong to hold that the 
sequestrator could compel payment to him of the future income of the 
married woman which she;was restrained from anticipating. As she could 
not herself do any act to entitle another person to receive that future in- 
come, it would be wrong to hold that, because she had committed a con- 
tempt, the sequestrator could receive it. That would be compelling a 
married woman to do indirectly what she could not do directly. As soon 
as she ceased to be a married woman, the restraint on anticipation 
would be at an end, and the sequestrator would then be able to 
receive her future income, As to the order for attendance of third parties, 
the rules under the Judicature Acts did not apply to the Divorce Court ; 
and section 52 of the Act of 1857 did not give jurisdiction to make the 
order, for the Court of Chancery would not have made such an order except 
in the case of its own wards. These children were not being dealt with as 
wards of court, though one of them happened to be a ward by reason of 
an action in the Chancery Division. Section 35 did not enable the Divorce 
Court to make infant children wards of court. Nor was there any issue 
before the court in which the third parties could be summoned as 
witnesses. The issue had been already determined. The latter part of the 
order must be discharged. Bowen, L.J., thought that Miller v. Miller 
amounted to a judicial decision as to the proper form of the writ of 
sequestration, but he agreed that future income of a married woman which 
was subject to a restraint on anticipation could not be taken under the 
writ. As to the order for examination, it appeared to have been made on 
the ground that rule 33 of order 42 applied, but rule 1 of order 68 shewed 
that the Judicature Rules did not apply to the Divorce Division. Section 
52 of the Act of 1857 did not give power to make the order. The Court 
of Chancery would have made such an order only in two cases. The one 
was in the case of a ward of court, and the Divorce Court had no wards. 
The other was when there was an issue to be decided. In the present 
case there was no further issue to be decided. The Court of Chancery had 
no power to order discovery in aid of execution. Fry, L.J., concurred. 
He said that Scott v. Morley had no application to a writ of sequestraticn. 
It related to the form of a judgment for debt against a married woman 
under the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. That Act had no effect on 
a writ of sequestration. Section 35 of the Act of 1857 empowered the 
Divorce Court to make orders for the custody, &c., of children as between 
the parties to the suit, but it was not intended to clothe the Divorce Court 
with as wide a jurisdiction as the Court of Chancery. If any application 
for an order as to the custody of children were pending, it might be that 
the court would have jurisdiction to summon witnesses. But the order 
for custody having been already made, there was no power to summon 
third parties for examination. And the Court of Chancery had no general 
power to summon persons to give discovery in aid of the execution of an 
order of the court. There was a special on in the case of wards of 
court. Moreover, in the present case nothing was pending before the 
court as to the execution of the original order; the application was to 
enforce process against the wife for her contumaciousness in not obeying 
the order.—Covnsgt, Cozens-Hardy, QC., Philpotts, and Lewis Coward ; 
Inderwick, Q.C., and R. H. Pritchard; English Harrison. Soxicrrors, Mear 
§ Fowler ; Mann § Taylor ; L. Desborough. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Re THE RAILWAY AND ELECTRIC APPLIANOES OO. (LIM.)— 
Kay, J., 29th May. 


Contract—Patent—AssiGNMENnT oF Parent Ricuts to Company—Owis- 
SION BY CoMPANY TO PAY Fexs—Lapsez oF Patent—Bona Fipes—Fravup 
—ConsipERATION—ImpLigD CovENANT—DAMAGES. 


Patentees who had sold their patent to a company now claimed damages 
from the latter on the ground that they had, by omitting to pay the fees, 
allowed the patent to lapse. By an indenture of the lst of March, 1883, 
after reciting the agreement to sell the patent for £250, ‘‘ and for the 
other considerations herein appearing ’’ the claimants ‘‘in consideration 
of the premises and of the sum of £250” assigned their rights to the 
company, and covenanted amongst other things to hand over “‘all future 
orders or inquiries’? which might come to them in ne of the patent, 
and the company covenanted to pay a royalty of one halfpenny on each 
article sold under the patent or any other patent acquired under the 
agreement ‘‘ while respectively subsisting.” It was provided that they 





might “at any time’’ sell licences; but the deed contained no covenant 
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to keep on foot the patent, or to manufacture or sell any articles under 
the patent. The company omitted to pay one of the annual instalments 
of stamp duty, and they petitioned Parliament in vain for leave to bring 
in a Bill to enable them to make the payment; the patent, therefore, 
lapsed, and the company were now in course of voluntary liquidation. 
The patentees claimed £2,000 damages, on the ground that there was an 
implied covenant by the company to keep the patent on foot. 

Kay, J., said that an element of fraud was more or less present in all 
the cases in which covenants had been implied, cases in which a man had 
contracted to do something as part of the consideration for the contract 
and then by his own act wilfully incapacitated himself from performing 
his part of the contract, and thus in the eye of a court of equity, and of 
law too, committed a fraud upon the person in whose interest the act had 
to be done. The contract in this case was by a deed which appeared to 
be skilfully and carefully framed. The company by mistake omitted to 
pay the fee, but their dona fides was undoubted, and there was nothing 
to shew that it was a wilful act on their part. There was no covenant to 
sell any articles, so that damages must be nominal. By the deed it was 
left to the company, and the interest they had in it, to keep the patent on 
foot, and that appeared to be the intention of the parties. He could not 
imply a covenant to do so, and the claim must be disallowed.—Covunszt, 
Renshaw, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey ; Horton Smith, Q.C., and Haldane. 
Soricirors, Burton, Yeates, Hart, ¢ Burton; Linklater § Co. 


THE BRITISH AND COLONIAL LAND ASSOCIATION (LIM.) +. 
FOSTER AND ROBINS—Chitty, J., 1st June. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XTX, 13, 17—19—P.ieapincs—A pMissions AND DentALs. 


This was a motion, under ord, 19, r. 27, by the plaintiffs to strike out as 
embarrassing a paragraph of the statement of defence, the ground of ob- 
jection being that the provisions of ord. 19, r. 17, requiring denials of facts 
to be specific and not general, had not been complied with. Both the 
statement of claim and the statement of defence were very lengthy, and 
the paragraph of the defence which was objected to was the final raph, 
which was as follows:—‘‘Save as herein appears, the defendant denies 
all the allegations contained in the statement of claim.’’ The plaintiffs 
relied on Thorp v. Holdsworth (3 Ch. D. 637), Byrd v. Nunn (26 W. R. 101, 
7 Ch. D. 284), and Tildesley v. Harper (10 Ch. D. 393). 

Curry, J., observed that the view he took was that the paragrap 
was rightly objected to. It was true that denials could be made in 
pleadings by implication, but it was not permissible for a party, 
especially after pleading lengthy allegations, to make a general denial 
and make the other party hunt out of the pleadings the admissions 
referred to. If such pleadings were before a jury, how could a judge 
direct the jury what the issue actually was? He would, however, suggest 
in the present case, as it was obvious that the intention of the pleader 
was to avoid prolixity, that the order should be taken that the defendant 
undertaking to amend, there be no order except that costs should be costs 
in the action.—CovunseL, Romer, Q.O0., and Butcher ; Maclean, Q.C., and 
E. 8. Ford. Souicirors, Richard Smith, for Spencer § Clarkson, Keighley ; 
Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle. 


SMITH ». PEARMAN—Chitty, J., 4th June, 
PracticE—ForEcLosuRE—RECEIVER. 


This was a motion for foreclosure nisi, and the plaintiff asked the 
court under the circumstances of the case to insert in the order a 
proviso that any person redeeming, or in the event of foreclosure the 
plaintiff, should be at liberty to apply in chambers for payment of any 
money in court or in the hands of a receiver. The plaintiff stated that 
he was the mortgagee of certain leasehold premises and the goodwill of 
the business there carried on. A receiver and manager had been 
already obtained, and it was asked that he should be continued. Cole- 
man Vv. Llewellin (35 W. R. 82, 34 Oh. D. 143) and Jenner-Fust v. Needham 
(34 W. R. 409, 32 Cb. D. 582) were referred to. 

Curry, J., said that the question was whether there was any s 
reason which would enable the court to make the order as for. 
In his view the mortgage security comprising a goodwill constituted 
such a special circumstance. Order as asked.—CovnskgL, Beddall, Soutct- 
tor, F. J. Mann. 


ABDALLAH v. RICKARDS—Chitty, J., 6th June. 


Conveyancinc Act, 1881, s. 37, sun-sectriox 2—Compromise By Execu- 
TORS. 


In this case the plaintiffs sought to enforce an agreement of com- 
promise entered into by executors. The plaintiffs were the children of a 
testator by a Mohammedan wife, and claimed, by the Turkish law, to be 
entitled to two-thirds of the testator’s real and personal property, and 
three-fourths of the mene A derived by the testator from their mother. 
The testator had left the bulk of his pe hes an English woman and his 
children by her. By the terms of the compromise all questions as to the 
testator’s power to dispose of his estate, or that of the plaintiff’s mother, 


were to be compromised, and the plaintiffs were to receive their mother’s | P® 


personal property, and one-third of the testator’s real and personal 
estate. 

Curry, J., said that the agreement was altogether inoperative, as not 
being one which was within section 37, sub-section 2 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881. No doubt, so far asthe agreement purported to be a com- 
promise of the plaintiffs’ claim to their mother’s personal property, it fell 
within the Act. The agreement, however, was not confined to a claim of 
that kind. The agreement was rather in the nature of a family arrange- 
ment than of claims against the estate of a deceased testator. It dealt 
with the whole of the estate, including the real estate, in which the exe- 





cutors had no interest whatever. It was argued that the agreement 
should be taken as one by the executors to pay a sum in order to relieve 
the real estate so as to make it under the provisions ef the will, and 
the character of the property, whether personal or real, ultimately coming 
under the contract of the executors as part of the estate, or coming 
through the executors to the beneficiaries under the will, was immaterial 
sv long as the arrangement itself was one which was calculated to benefit 
the beneficiaries. Such an agreement, however, could not be upheld. It 
was tantamount to contending that executors had power to enter into an 
arrangement with the heir of their testator dispu the title of the 
devisees of bis real estate, and pay him money to abandon his claim, 
although the executors themselves had been given by the testator no 
interest whatever in his real estate, but had merely given duties 
confined to the distribution of his personalty. Such a transaction by exe- 
cutors would be deemed to be in the nature of an actual purchase of real 
estate by executors out of personal assets. Again, there was another fatal 
objection to a compromise of this kind, and that was that one of the ques- 
tions compromised was the actual validity of the will itself—that was to 
say, of the executors’ title to compromise at all. Further, he could not 
uphold, in a case like the present, the contention which had been advanced, 
that the operation of the agreement was apportionable, and that its pro- 
visions were severable, so that any ee pe which, if standing alone, 
might have been upheld, could, when bound up with others, be severed for 
the purpose of retaining and upholding it. e view he took was that 
the agreement was to be looked at in its entirety, and that, as it p 

to effectuate a compromise which was ultra vires, the plaintiffs were unable 
to enforce it.—CounsgL, Whitehorne, Q.C., and Herbert Foss ; Romer, Q.0., 
Charles Walker, and Safford. Soxicrrors, Royle § Co. ; T. Russell Kent. 


Re SHELDON, NIXON v. SHELDON—North, J., 5th June. 


Tenant FoR Lirzk AND REMAINDERMAN—UNaUTHORIZED SxcuniT1Es— 
Ensoyment In Spscrs — Powgsr To TrvusTers TO RETAIN ExistIna 
SecuriTIEs. 


The question in this case was, whether some tenants for life under a 
will were entitled to receive the actual income of certain securities on 
which, at the time of the testator’s death, a part of his personal estate 
was invested, though those securities were not authorized by the power of 
investment contained in the will. The securities were not of a wasting 
character, but were of a more or less speculative nature: The will con- 
tained a direction that it should be lawful for the trustees, at their 
discretion, to continue all or any part of the testator’s — estate 
‘‘in the state or investment in or upon which the same shall be at my 
decease, however doubtful, or hazardous, or limited the nature of the 
property or investment may be,” or otherwise to convert the securities, and 
invest the proceeds in certain specified securities. The action was brought 
for the administration of the testator’s estate, and the chief clerk had 
found that certain securities held by the testator at the time of his death 
were proper to be retained. These were not wasting securities, but they 
were more or less 8 ative. The question was whether the tenants for 
life were entitled to receive the whole of the actual income of the 
securities which were thus to be retained. In Gray v. Siggers (15 Ch. D. 
74), in which there was a similar power for trustees to retain existing 
unauthorized securities, Malins, V.C., held that a tenant for life was 
entitled to receive the income in specie of wasting securities (short lease- 
holds) which were retained by the trustees. But in Porter v. Baddeley 
(5 Ch. D. 542) Hall, V.C., was of a contrary opinion. 


Nortu, J., said that, the securities in question not being of a wasting 
nature, if they were retained, he could not see what there was to 
prevent the tenants for life from having the whole income.—Oovunss1, 
Theobald ; Carson. Soxicrrors, Hopwood ¢ Sons; Ullithorne, Currey, § 
Villiers. 


WARING v, SCOTLAND—North, J., 5th June. 


Venpor AND Purcuasser—Spxciric Perrormance—Oontract ror SALE oF 
LeasE—TiITLE SHEWN TO UNDERLEASE. 


The question in this case was whether the purchaser of a lease could, in 
an action by the vendor for specific performance of the agreement for sale, 
be compelled to accept an underlease. By the agreement the defendants 
undertook to purchase from the plaintiff ‘‘ his interest in the lease held 
by him”’ of the Property in question. The statement of claim all 
that the plaintiff held the property ‘“‘for a term of ninety-three and a 
quarter years from the 25th of December, 1824, under a lease dated the 
24th of March, 1825.” The chief clerk found that “a good title can be 
made to a derivative term of ninety-three and a quarter years from the 
25th of December, 1824, lees three days, created by an indenture dated 
the 5th of June, 1841, and transferred by an indenture dated the 4th of 
August, 1846.” The deed of the 5th of June, 1841, was a mortgage of 
the property by way of underlease for the original term, less the last three 
days thereof, and the mortgagee afterwards sold the pro under his 
wer of sale. On the authority of Madeley v. Booth (2 De. G. & 8. 718), 
it was contended that the pry could not be compelled to accept the 
underlease. In Camberwell and South London Building Society v. Holloway 
(13 Ch. D. 754) Jessel, M.R., ane his disapproval of Madeley v. 
Booth, though he admitted that it was a binding authority. But he 
distinguished the case before him. 


Nortua, J., overruled the objection. He was of opinion that, by reason 
of the use of the words ‘‘all the interest of the vendor in the lease held 
by him,”’ the case was distinguishable from Madeley v. Booth.—Covunszt, 
Alexander ; Ooxens- Hardy, Q.0., and Gregson. Soxricrrons, G. W. Barnard ; 
Burchell $ Oo. 





526 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


~~ 


June 9, 1888. 








BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parle GRANT, Re MACDONALD—CO. A. No. 1, Ist June, 


Banxrvurtcy—Receivinc Orper—JupcMENT Dent—PRINcIPAL AND SuRETY 
—ConTRIBUTION—DERT PAYABLE IN INSTALMENTS, 


Tbe question in this case was whether asurety, who had paid part of the 
principal debt, and had recovered judgment against his co-surety for a 
moiety of what he had paid, was entitled to a receiving order in respect of 
the judgment debt. Grant and Macdonald. as sureties for Gordon, gave 
to Gordon’s bankers a joint and several promissory note for £400, the 
amount of a debt due by Gordon to the bank. The debt was payable in 
three equal instalments, Gordon failed to pay the first instalment of 
£133 6s. 8d., and Grant was compelled to pay it to the bank. de then 
sued Macdonald for £66 13s. 4d., a moiety of the sum which he had paid, 
and recovered judgment against him. He served a bankruptcy notice on 
Macdonald, with which Macdonald failed to comply, and he then pre- 
sented a bankruptcy petition. Mr. Registrar Hazlitt, in exercise of the 
discretionary power given by section 7 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
dismissed the petition. On the appeal one of the points taken on be- 
half of the debtor was, on the authority of Fz parte Snowdon (17 Ch. D, 
44), that, until a surety has paid the whole amount for which, as be- 
tween himself and his co-surety, he can be liable, he is not entitled to 
enforce contribution by the co-surety. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey and Lopzs, L.JJ.) re- 
versed the decision, and made a receiving order. Lord Esuer, M.R., 
said that in such a case the effect of the promissory note was that, as 
between themselves, the sureties undertook to pay each instalment of the 
debt, if the principal debtor made default, and, one of the sureties being 
compelled to pay an instalment, he had an immediate right to contribu- 
tion from his co-surety. Linpizy and Lorss, L.JJ., concurred in allow- 
ing the appeal on other grounds, without expressing any opinion as to the 
rights of a surety in such a case. 

The only record of the evidence taken before the registrar on the hearing 
of the petition was a brief note taken by him. 

Tue Court said that the registrars ought to assist the Court of Appeal 
by taking full notes of the material evidence, just as a judge at Nisi Prius 
would do. They ought also to be very firm in resisting any attempts to 
introduce irrelevant evidence.—Oounse., Yate Lee ; Sidney Woolf. Soutct- 
Tors, Sanders ¢ Holland ; Myers, Falkner, § Co. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
DOOBY v. WATSON—Kekewich, J., 2nd June. 


Soricrror anp Cirent—Fipvucrary RevaTion—INvesTMentT ON INSUFFICIENT 
Sgcuniry—MIsREPRESENTATION—NEGLIGENCE—STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 
—TrustTkE anp Cestur que Trust. 


In this case the late Mr. William Watson (of the firm of Watson & 
Sons, of Hull and Hedon) had, in 1876-7, acted as solicitor for the plain- 
tiff, Mrs. Dooby, in the sale of an estate in Yorkshire, and had received 
asum of £5,000, part of the purchase-money, to invest for her. The 
money was invested on the security of a mortgage of land belonging to 
a Mr. William Marsdin, a client of the firm, under the following circum- 
stances. The land in question had belonged to William Marsdin’s brother, 
Charles Marsdin, who was also a client of Messrs. Watson, and both 
brothers were largely indebted to the firm. Shortly before the time that 
Mrs. Dooby’s money was advanced on the mortgage, William Marsdin had 
bought the land which was the subject of it from his brother Charles, but 
no money seems actually to have passed, and it was suggested that Messrs. 
Watson had acted improperly ond derived a personal edvantage by apply- 
ing Mrs. Dooby’s £5,000 (which was ostensibly advanced to William 
Marsdin) partly in wiping off a debt owing from him to themselves, and 
eas wiping off a part of the purchase-money due from him to his 

rother Charles in respect of the land, the firm retaining such money in 
respect of the debt due from Charles to themselves. It was admitted that 
a prior mortgage on the property was paid off out of the plaintiff's £5,000 
to Messrs. James Watson and Robinson, who seem to have been practi- 
cally trustees of it for the firm, but it was stated that the money 
really belonged to clients of the firm, who had intrusted it for invest- 
ment to the firm as their solicitors, though there might be a contin- 
gent liability for. it on the part of the firm. Mr. William Watson 
had acted as solicitor for Mrs. Dooby for many years, and she alleged that 
she had such complete trust and confidence in him that she simply acted 
as he advised, and that under the circumstances the relation of trustee and 
cestui que trust must be deemed to have been constituted between him and 
herself. She also alleged that he untruly represented to her that the 
mortgage in question was a good security for her money, and that it in- 
cluded (which was not the fact) a part of William Marsdin’s land which 
had belonged to him before the purchase from Charles, and on which was 
the homestead, and without which the other land could not be let so 
advantageously. It further appeared that no valuation was procured for 
the purpose of the mortgage. Later on, in 1878, an acre or two of the 
mortgaged land was sold for £230, and the plaintiff allowed the persons 
« otitled to a second mortgage, in which the Watson’s were said to be in- 
terested, to receive that purchase-money; Mr. Watson having, as she 
alleged, untruly represented to her that her mortgage was a perfectly good 
security. The security turned out to be insufficient, and William Marsdin 
became a bankrupt. Under these circumstances the plaintff claimed an 
account, on the footing of wilful default, of the £5,000 received by Messrs. 
Watson from her for investment, and a declaration that the y Fone weed 


James Wateon was liable, both personally and as executor of William 





Watson, who had died, to make good any deficiency in the mortgage 
money. In the alternative she claimed a declaration that James Watson 
was liable, both personally and as executor of William Watson, to repa 
the £230 (the proceeds of the small sale) with interest at 5 per cent. ti 
payment. The cases of Smith v. Pococke (2 W. R. 285, 2 Drew. 197), 
Craig v. Watson (8 Beav. 427), Burdick v. Garrick (18 W. R. 387, 5 Ch. 
933), Flitcroft’s case (31 W. R. 174, 21 Ch. D. 519), Mare v. Lewis (4 Ir. 
Rep. Eq. 219), Fry v. Tapson (33 W. R. 113, 28 Ch. D. 268), Banner v. 
Berridge (29 W. R. 844,18 Ch D. 254), In re Hindmarsh (8 W. R. 203, 1 
Dr. & Sm. 129), Watson v. Woodman (24 W. R. 47, 20 Eq. 721), and Howell 
v. Young (5 B. & C. 259) were referred to. 

Kexewicu, J., said that this case raised questions of large importance 
to practising solicitors. The plaintiff had employed Mr. William 
Watson, or his firm, as solicitors, to sell an estate and invest a part of 
the proceeds for her. She had placed the utmost confidence in Mr. 
Watson. The security had turned out insufficient, and if the plaintiff's 
confidence had been misplaced, and Mr. Watson had failed to exercise 
proper care in the matter, he would have been liable for negligence. But 
as more than six years had elapsed, an ordinary action for negligence was 
barred by the Statute of Limitations, unless there were pan | circum- 
stances to take the case out of the statute; and if that were so, the plea 
of negligence would not be wanted, as the plaintiff's action would then 
succeed on the other ground—breach of trust. The real question, then, 
was whether the relation of trustee and cestui gue trust had been con- 
ttituted by what had occurred. These terms had a definite technical 
meaning in a court of equity, and three things were necessary to con- 
stitute a trust—a trustee, property held in trust, and a person or persons 
for whom it wasso held. As to the position of solicitors with reference 
to money intrusted to them for investment, putting aside the uncommon 
case of money scriveners, the cases fell into three classes: (1) where 
money was received to be invested on a particular security; (2) where it 
was received to be invested on a security to be found by the solicitor, but 
to be then approved by the client; (3) where it was received to be 
invested at the solicitor’s own discretion. In the first and second cases 
he would only be liable for negligence, from which liability the defendant 
in the present case was protected by the statute. In the third case he 
would be responsible for selecting a good security, and it was a question 
here whether Mr. Watson was not responsib'e for having selected a bad 
security. It was said that his interests conflicted with his duty, and no 
doubt the result of the whole transaction was that his firm was in a far 
better position after it than before, even if the money did not go asa 
whole to ~ = debts owing to the firm from the mortgagor. But 
would there be anything improper in a solicitor advising one person who 
owed him money to sell a farm and let the solicitor receive the purchase- 
money and pay himself the debt, and advising another debtor to mort- 

e his farm and let the solicitors receive the mor e-money and pay 
himself the debt? It would be a perfectly straightforward course of 
action, and it made no difference here if the plaintiff's purchase-money 
was also paid into the same solicitor’s hands, and, being retained to pay 
the mortgagor's debt to the firm, never went out of his hands. It was 
only fair to say, however, that here the case was not so strong against the 
solicitor, as the sale of Charles Marsdin’s farm was not his doing. It 
was necessary to draw an inference whether the proposed investment was 
discussed with the plaintiff by Mr. Watson. The conclusion from the 
evidence was that Mr. Watson was asked to find an investment for the 
money, and did find one, and that the plaintiff approved it, and, there- 
fore, this case fell at first under the second class mentioned above. But 
a particular mortgage having been found before anything was settled, 
and having been then approved and accepted as her investment before 
the money was received, the case then went into the first class. There 
was a trust, but it was performed when the mortgage deed was 
executed. As to the alleged misrepresentation that the mortgage 
was or. the entire farm, the evidence entirely failed to prove it. 
As to the plaintiff's complaint that the £230 realized by the sale 
of a small piece of the mortgaged land was, by reason of Watson’s 
representation that her mortgage was a perfectly good security, allowed to 
be received by the second mortgagees, there might have been an error of 
judgment on Mr. Watson’s part, but the plaintiff herself, as she ad- 
mitted, was very unwilling, and naturally so, to break in upon her mort- 
gage for £5,000. Lastly, it had been said that Watson had not taken 
proper measures to ascertain the value of the land before advising his 
client to invest on the mortgage, and cases had been cited where trustees 
had been held liable on such grounds, but it was not necessary to decide 
that question, as it came under the issue of negligence. If the relation of 
trustee and cestui que trust had been established it would have been very 
important, but as that was not so, and the plaintiff must be held to have 
herself approved the security, there was no case on that ground. The 
most useful case was that of Craig v. Watson, but there it was evident that 
Lord Langdale considered that the solicitor did act with some sinister ob- 
ject of his own, and took a very low view of his duty as a solicitor. 
Smith v. Pocock was also a case of impropriety and fraud, and therefore 
had no application here. Burdick v. Garrick merely shewed that the 
doctrines applicable to the relation of trustee and cestui que trust ought 
to be extended to many cases to which they might not, primd facie, have 
been thought applicable. In the Irish case (Mare v. Lewis) there was 
only an application of the law to the facts theré mentioned, and the Vice- 
Chancellor made some observations on trusts for general investment which 
might require reconsideration but were not directly in point in the present 
case. Many of the other cases cited on the question of the Statute of 
Limitations were useful and instructive, but they all tended to one point 
—that where we | was intrusted toa m for investment there was 
a trust, and that excluded the statute. . Watson was not a trustee in 
that sense, and the action therefore failed against him, and must be dis- 
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missed, with costs.—Oounset, Seward Brice, Q.0., and Butcher ; Barber, 
Q.0., Warmington, Q 0., and Warrington, Soxicrrors, Harper § Battcock ; 
Collyer-Bristow, Withers, Russell, § Hsli. 








COUNTY COURTS. 


Mr. F. K. Munton has addressed a letter to the Zimes, in which he says :— 
*‘ As there is some misapprehension on the present debt recovery juris- 
diction and the existing right to costs (on which very much turns), it may 
be well to glance at the main statutes. The jurisdiction was originally 
limited to £20, and even then not exclusive. In 1850 it was extended to 
£50, still only concurrently. Under the Act of 1856 “‘ issues’? under £50 
became removable from the High Court to the county court for trial 
only. In 1867 cases on contract up to £20 were exclusively given to the 
county courts by depriving a plaintiff of any costs whatever in the High 
Court (the present Bill only re-enacts this), and High Court actions up to 
£50 were made transferable to the county court on defendant’s applica- 
tion. Actions for tort up to £10 were driven into the county court by 
excluding all High Court costs, and actions for most torts (irrespective of 
amount) me altogether removable to the county court on proving the 
plaintiff's apparent want of means. Then came the important “rules” 
of 1883 of the High Court, whereby all contested actions on contract up 
to £50 were in a sense driven into the county court by limiting the plain- 
tiffs recoverable costs to county court scale. The 1888 Bill emphasizes 
and confirms this provision, possibly because it was doubtful how far the 
‘rules’? were ultra vires. This ation is now proposed to be extended 
to all actions of tort up to £20 (clause 116.) The sweeping clause, how- 
ever (65), that either party to an action of contract in the High Court up 
£100 may “‘ at any time” apply to have it remitted to the county court, 
and unless good cause be shewn the judge shall make an order, practically 
gives ‘‘exclusive’’ jurisdiction as to the bulk of actions up to £100. A 
distinguished correspondent has shewn the large proportion of High Court 
actions which are under £100 on contract and £20 on tort, and it is im- 
possible to estimate the amount of work this new provision may throw 
into the already overburdened county court. Most } 2-ser seers are prone 
to seek removal, and one may safely predict a large increase of county 
court trials. This being so, has any competent person considered the in- 
sufficiency of the machinery for the new work, or dwelt upon the chaotic 
confusion which will arise if this part of the Act is to come into operation 
(as is ae arya on the Ist of next month ? Surely there ought to be at least 
six months’ time to prepare for such an influx. If London solicitors are 
to be tempted to initiate proceedings in the county court there must be a 
clear separation of petty business from the larger cases. Only the other 
day a commercial man who was forced to defend a case involving £49 
was, with his counsel, detained several hours listening to half a dozen so- 
called “‘ defended” wrangles of about £3 apiece all mixed up together in 
a huge list of “‘defended” cases. Had it been possible, the party in 
question would rather have paid some of these petty claims than suffer 
the delay and annoyance of being cooped up in a crowded metropolitan 
court far away from the centre of London. 

_ A most important alteration to be secured is the obtaining of summary 
judgments similar to order 14 of the High Court, under which sham de- 
fences are struck out, unless the defendant on oath pledges his bona jfides. 
At present a county court defendant can simply defy the plaintiff. It has 
been urged that it would be hard on the unlettered classes, “for whom 
county courts were primarily established,’’ to compel them to make affi- 
davits aud the like. True, but as the county court is rapidly becoming 
& quasi-superior court by these constant enlargements of jurisdiction, the 
rules and process ought surely to move with the extension. If this new 
Bill would only give the Court facilities for clearing off dilatory de- 
fences and lessening the judge’s work of “‘trying’’ cases it would be a 
great stride. All the alteration the Bill makes (clause 86) is to reduce the 
present county court period of sixteen days to eight for doing what is 
equivalent to a High Court ‘‘ appearance,’’ a move frequently adopted and 
which generally ties the plaintiff up for several weeks, besides involving 
his attendance at the “hearing” whether the defendant has any defence 
or not. Itis well known that a very large percentage are cases where 
po od is no defence whatever and yet there are no means of checking a 

ebtor. 

If county courts are to deal with the bulk of the cases hitherto disposed 
of in the High Court, there ought also to be some assimilation of the 
documentary process. The present High Court writ is a much more com- 
prehensive and simple document than the duplicated process issued by 
the county court. Moreover, the machinery will have to be altered to 
secure points of defence in writing in every case over a given amount, for, 
at present (unless the defences belong to a prescribed class), the plaintiff 
and the court are quite in the dark till the moment of trial. In the 
county court the fees out of pocket are very excessive—especially on 

‘default’? process, the aggregate payment on plaint, judgment, and exe- 
caution amounting to three times as much as the expenditure in the High 
Court. The fees on abortive executions are absolutely oppressive, and 
many executions are fruitless, not only on account of the insolvency of 
the debtors, but from the great delay in the bailiffs’ departments, which in 
the Metropolis are choked with work. 

I have remarked that the main body of London practitioners have 
hitherto steered clear of the county courts, not only for the reasons 
touched upon, but owing to the widely-distributed situations of the 
courts. The bulk of the town solicitors on business within a mile or 
so of Chancery-lane, and it is extremely inconvenient te send clerks three 
or four miles this way and the other to issue process and attend to other 





detailed stages of the case—to say nothing of the solicitor himself being 
isolated, say at Brompton or Bow, on the trial day away from all his other 
business, which in a measure he can perform while being detained at the 
Royal Courts. The question will sooner or later arise as to whether all mere 
machine work should not be originally issued out of a central county court 
department for ‘‘ London”’; and, , in these days of locomotion it is 
difficult to see the precise benefit of having the courts actually scattered 
over our huge metropolis, The districts are so large—take Marylebone for 
instance, which embraces Willesden—that the litigant in person might just 
as well come straight to the Strand as a. in the New-road, either to 
issue his protest or attend a trial, he probably having nothing else what- 
ever to do in the actual district of the court. I venture to say that if all 
metropolitan county court summonses and other mere administrative pro- 
cess were obtainable at some central spot it would be a vast improvement 
as regards the enormous business of London, embracing a dozen miles or 
more. Moreover, it would put an end to the trouble frequently occa- 
sioned in defining the precise district of the debtor’s residence. 

Great difficulty will assuredly attend the fixing of the hearings if all 
these extra trials are cast upon London county courts. It is to be 
eet Se some plan will be devised whereby the business may be 
Ks ,”’ and separate days fixed for cases in which advocates appear, 
&c., in short, that something shall be done whereby remitted h Court 
business shall be conducted somewhat in High Court fashion. Probably 
the new rules and regulations to be made by the five experienced judges, 
who have long held s appointment, may surmount some of the draw- 
backs I have pointed out. My main object, however, in venturing to 
trespass on your space is to urge the absolute importance of postponing 
the extended jurisdiction clauses till the machinery is so perfected that it 
can cope with the work. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors held at the hall of the Incorporated Liw 
Society, on Thursday the 7th inst.—the following being present—viz., 
Mr. Boodle (chairman), Messrs. Collisson, Doyle, Gregory, Hedger, Lucas, 
Nisbet, Sidney Smith, Walmisley, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary)— 
grants amounting to £1,360 were made to widows and families of thirty- 
two members for the ensuing year, and £105 to the widows and daughters 
of a non-members, and the ordinary general business was trans- 
acted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE LIVERPOOL BOARD OF LEGAL STUDIES. 


The annual meeting of this board was held on the 29th ult. in the Law 
Library, Union-court. In the absence of Mr. W. A. Jevons, chairman of 
the board, Mr. A. ——_ president of the Liverpool Incorpcrated Law 
Society, occupied the chair. 

It appe from the report that, in addition to the three courses of 
lsctures on the three main divisions of law—namely, the Law of Real and 
Personal Property and Conveyancing, Equity, and Common Law—a coarse 
of ten lectures on Jurisprudence was delivered by Professor Munro, of 
Owens College, Manchester ; and the board felt encouraged by their success 
to arrange for a similar course to be delivered next autumn. The number of 
students entered for the lectures was—First course 33, average attend- 
ance 27; second course 49, average attendance 36 ; third course 37, average 
attendance 28 ; and jurisprudence 27, average attendance 20. The board 
appealed to solicitors having articled clerks to take proper advantage of 
the lectures provided for them. The financial condition of the board 
continued satisfactory, there being a credit balance in hand of £59 12s. 4d. 
In conclusion the board am the hope that the lectures which had 
been provided by them during the past year would be found by the 
students to be of great service to them, and that in future an increased 
support would be received from all members of profession, so that the 
efforts for the promotion of legal education in Liverpool may be extended. 

The CuarrMan, in moving the adoption of the report, said be thought he 
might venture to say the success of the board was now assured, and that 
its success was not merely such as justified its existence, but such as 
justified the putting forward further exertions to extend its operations. 
he lectures during the year were well attended, and had done much 
good. He thought that the addition of the course on jurisprudence by Pro- 
fessor Munro was a distinct step in the direction of a system of scientific 
teaching of the law in Liverpool. The large credit balance, notwithstanding 
the additional expense of these lectures, was mainly due to the fact that the 
Incorporated Law Society had increased their grants, shewing that those 
who were best able to judge appreciated and recoguized the good which the 
board was doing. Professor Munro, in his re suggested that the 
board should, in the ensuing session, try an evening course of lectures on 
mercantile law. The suggestion, which was a valuable one, would receive 
the careful consideration of the board, and he trusted that it would be 
adopted, because he felt sure that it would be appreciated and would be a 


success. 

Principal Renpatt, who seconded the motion, said the re contained 
a that there was solid and genuine work g done by 

e students. 

Professor Munro said he desired to express the very pleasure with 
ee ee TES aise Gas tad toon mons tn tage 





528 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


June 9, 1888. 








studies in Liverpool since these lectures were first instituted, and also the 
eat satisfaction that was felt, not merely by the Law School of the 

‘ollege, but by the Incorporated Law Society in Manchester, at the 
es eee made. An evening course of lectures on ‘‘ Mercantile Law” had 

en very successful in Manchester, and he ventured to think that the 
experiment might prove equally successful in Liverpool. It was a special 
pleasure to those who had been connected with the Liverpool classes to see 
the evident interest taken in the suject of legal study by the members of 
the Law Society and by the students themselves; and when he saw the 
method of education adopted—which they were endeavouring to conform 
to in Manchester as much as they could—namely, to combine the lecture 
and the class, the theory and the practice, and to teach the principles of law 
by the particular cases decided, he thought he might venture to say that 
they had in the North of England at the present time a sounder system of 
legal education than was to be found in any other university in the 
country. 

Mr. James Tuornety, as one of the oldest members of the profession, 
expressed his gratification at the work of the board. In hiz early days 
there was no systematic teaching of law, and it was scarcely realized that 
there was such a thing as the science of law. He hoped the students 
would appreciate the advantage they possersed, because the more practical 
work one had the more he realized that there were principles underlying 
law, and that tho best practical work was done by those who really 
understood those principles and were not too much engrossed by the details. 

The report having been unanimously adopted, the chairman presented 
to the successful students the prizes. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. ALEXANDER JAMES JoHNsToN, Puisne Judge at Canterbury, New 
Zealand, died on the Ist inst. Mr. Justice Johnston was the eldest son of 
Mr. James Johnston, of Kinnellar, Aberdeenshire, and was born in 1820. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1843, and he 
formerly practised on the Northern Circuit. He acted for several years 
as deputy recorder of the borough of Leeds. He was appointed a Puisne 
Judge of the Supreme Court of New Zealand in 1858, and he had twice 
acted as Chief Justice of the colony. Mr. Justice Johnston was the author 
of aseries of New Zealand Law Reports, and of a work on the Practice 
of the Supreme Court of the Colony. 


Mr. Grorce JossEiynz, solicitor, of Ipswich, died on the 27th ult., at 
the age of eighty-one. Mr. Josselyne was born in 1807. He served his 
articles with Mr. Harry Brown, of Diss. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1828, and for over fifty years he had a large business at Ipswich. He was 
for several years in partnership with his sons, Mr. John Henry Josselyne, 
who was admitted a solicitor in 1858, and Mr. George Francis Josselyne, 
who was admitted in 1870, He was for many years a member of the 
Ipswich Town Council. Mr. Josselyne leaves eight children. 


Mr. Wiiu1aM Burcuett, solicitor, of 5, The Sanctuary, Westminster, 
died euddenly on the 3rd inst., in his eighty-ninth year. Mr. Burchell, 
who was one of the oldest practising solicitors in London, was born in 
1799. He was admitted a solicitor in 1831. He had a large practice, and 
he had been extensively engaged on behalf of railway companies. He was 
one of the a of the original Croydon railway, and he carried 
through Parliament the Bill for the construction of the Metropolitan 
Railway, for which he was for many years solicitor. He also acted in 
the promotion of the original Electric Telegraph Co. Mr. Burchell was 
buried at Highgate Cemetery on the 7th inst. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Foster Baruam, solicitor, of Bridgewater, has been elected 
Clerk of the Peace for that borough, in succession to the late Mr. John 
Trevor. Mr. Barham was admitted a solicitor in 1875. He is in partner- 
ship with Mr. Eustace Barham. 


Mr. Atuan Burnett, solicitor, of Devereux-buildings, Devereux-court, 
and of Charlton, has been appointed Vestry Clerk of the Liberty of Kid- 
brooke. Mr. Burnett is vestry clerk of the parish of Old Charlton. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Wituram Ricuarp Brenski11 Briscor, barrister, has been elected 
Clerk to the Willesden School Board, in succession to Mr. Robert Welch 
Mackreth, resigned. Mr. Briscoe was called to the- bar at the Inner 
Temple in April, 1885. He practises on the North-Eastern Circuit and 
at the West Riding, Leeds, Bradford, and Shefficld Sessions. 


Mr. Joun Maxwett McMaster, solicitor (of the firm of Wilson, Dean, 
& McMaster), of Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Epmunp Forstzr Wesster, barrister, has been created a Com- 
mander of the Order of the Indian Empire. Mr. Webster is the fourth 
son of Mr. James Webster, and was born in 1838. He was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1864. He has been for many 
years a member of the Madras Civil Service, and he is now chief secretary 
to the Government of Madras. 


Mr. Wriu1am Henry Mztvi11, barrister, solicitor of the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue, has received the honour of Knighthood. Sir W. 
Melville is the third son of Sir James Cosmo Melville, K.0.B8., and was 
born in 1827. He was educated at Rugby, and at Trinity College, Cam- 





bridge. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1855, 
and he formerly practised in the Chancery Division. He was appointed 
Solicitor to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue in 1866. 


Mr. Raymonp West, LL.D., late judge of the High Court at Bombay, 
has been created a Knight Commander of the Order of the Indian Empire. 
Sir R. West was educated at Queen’s College, Galway, and he is an LL.D. 
of the Queen’s University in Ireland. He was called to the bar at Dublin 
in 1871. He was for several years a puisne judge of the High Court of 
Judicature at Bombay. In 1884 he acted as Procureur-General in Egypt, 
o = 1887 he was appointed a member of the Council of the Governor of 

ombay. 


Mr. Joun Hassarp, solicitor and notary, of 5, Dean’s-court, Doctor’s- 
commons, has received the honour of Knighthood. Sir J. Hassard 
is the son of Mr. John Hassard, and was born in 1830. He is an honorary 
M.A. of the University of Durham. He was admitted a solicitor in 1853. 
He is principal registrar of the province and diocese of Canterbury, 
apparitor of the diocese of London, and comptroller of the Chapel Royal. 


Sir Juttan Pauncerore, K.C.M.G., C.B., Permanent Under-Secretary for 
Foreign Affairs, has been created a Civil Knight Commander of the Order 
of the Bath. Sir J. Pauncefote is the second son of Mr. Robert Paunce- 
fote, of Preston Court, Gloucestershire, and was born in 1828. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1852, and he 
formerly practised on the Oxford Circuit. He was Attorney-General of 
Honk Kong from 1866 till 1874, when he was appointed Chief Justice of 
the Leeward Islands, and received the honour Of knighthood. He was 
appointed Assistant Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies in 
1876, and he shortly afterwards became Legal Under-Secretary to the 
Foreign Office. He was appointed Permanent Under-Secretary in 1882. 
Sir J. Pauncefote was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath 
and a Knight Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in 
1880. 

Mr. Tuzopore Tuomas Forp, Chief Justice of the Straits Settlements, 
has received the honour of Knighthood. Sir T. Ford is the sixth son 
of Mr. George Samuel Ford, and was born in 1830. He was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1863. He was appointed 
judge at Penang in 1874, and Chief Justice of the Straits Settlements in 
1883. 


Mr. Cuartzs Atrrep Cooxson, O©.B., has been created a Knight 
Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. George. Sir C. Cook- 
son is the fifth son of Mr. Christopher Cookson, of Nowers, Somerset- 
shire, and brother of Mr. Montague Cookson-Crackanthorpe, QC. He 
was born in 1831. He was educated at Merchant Taylors’ School, and at 
Oriel College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Classics in 1853, 
and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1867. 
He was appointed vice-consul and registrar of the Consular Court at Con- 
stantinople in 1869, and consul at Alexandria and judge of the Consular 
Court in Egypt in 1874. He acted as judicial commissioner in Cyprus in 
1878, and he was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath in 
1881. 


Mr. Tuomas Wootton, solicitor, of No. 45, Fish-street-hill, Gracechurch- 
street, London, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Georcz Evcene Humpureys, barrister, has been appointed to act asa 
Magistrate in the Island of Grenada. Mr. Humphreys was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in June, 1885. 

Mr. Cuartzes Henry Baskett, solicitor, of Yeovil and Evershot, has 
been elected President of the Somersetshire Law Society for the cnsuing 
year. Mr. Baskett was admitted a solicitor in 1844. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Disso.vuTions. 

Cartes Gaturrr and Grorcr Garurrr, eolicitors (Gatliff & Son), 8, 
Finsbury-circus, London. May 31. 

Joun Jety, WitirAm Latuam, and Cuartzs Freperick Brows, solicitors 
(Jelf, Latham, & Brown), Birmingham. May 14. The said Charles 
Frederick Brown will continue to carry on the practice. 

Watrer Prerce and Francis Harrury, solicitors (Pierce & Hartley), 
Liverpool. June 1. (Gazette, June 1.] 





GENERAL, 


The London correspondent of the Scotsman says that ‘“‘some curious 
statistics of the value of house property and landed estate in France are 
given in the official journal of the Republic, from which it appears that 
there is no lack of purchasers for small ——— but great dearth of 
those who are willing and able to buy either country estates of any size 
or large buildings in the capital. Indeed, the official chronicler states 
roundly that there are absolutely no purchasers for large estates in the 
provinces, while the large Parisian lots are generally disposed of in the 
end, though they are rarely sold on the first exposure. Making allowance 
for the costs attending the purchase, the official writer calculates that the 
property which changed hands during the last week of May would pay to 
the purchaser interest on his outlay ranging from 5:17 per cent. up to 6:37 
per cent. These figures may serve as a means of comparison with the 
prices paid in this country for real oe , although in the absence of 
any official statistics it is somewhat difficult to obtain any exact informa- 
tion as to the rates of interest which purchasers expect before they are 
willing to invest their capital in land or houses.’’ 


The following circular has been issued to town clerks by the Local 
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Government Board :—‘' Sir,—I am directed by the Local Government 
Board to state that th understand that a question has been raised as to 
whether, having re to the provisions of the County Electors Act, 
1888, it will be vous ite in the case of a municipal borough, to which the 
Parliamentary an Municipal Registration Act, 1878, has not hitherto 
applied, for the town clerk to issue precepts this year to the overseers of 
the several parishes wholly or partly situate in the ferent informing 
them of the action to be taken by them with regard to registration. The 
board are advised that it is not necessary that any precept should be issued 
to the overseers this year by the town clerk of any such borough. The 
overseers have already received precepts from the clerk of the peace with 

regard to the registration of Parliamentary voters, and the board have no 
doubt that he will, in accordance with the requirements of section 13 of 
the County Electors Act, 1888, send the overseers — lemental precepts as 
to the steps to be taken by them for the registration of burgesses. This will 
be in accordance with the form of supplemental precept issued the 
board to the clerks of the on the 25th ult., and the are 
advised that it is sufficient. The form referred to requires the overseers, 
on or before the 25th of August next, to deliver to you two copies of the 
occupiers’ list, which includes the names of both Parliamentary voters and 
burgesses, and of the list of persons who are entitled, in respect of the 
occupation of property within the parish, to be elected councillors or 
aldermen of the borough, but are not entitled to be on the burgess roll. 
A copy of each of the occupiers’ claim and objection lists is required to be 
sent to lyou at the same time. You will perform all the town clerk’s 
duties connected with registration in the borough which are subsequent to 
the issue of the precept. Those duties will practically begin on the 
receipt of the above lists from the overseers.—I am, Sir, your obedient ser- 
vant, Hucu Owen, Secretary.”’ 








Tenders for £2,000,000 New Zealand Government £4 per cent. Consoli- 
dated Stock were opened on Thursday at the Bank of England. The 
applications amounted to £8,024,300, at prices varying from £98 10s. - 
£96 10s. (the minimum). Tenders at £97 13s. will receive about 76 
cent. of the amount applied for, those above that price being allotte in 
full. The average price obtained for the stock is £97 15s. 7d. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 
RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. APPEAL : ae APPEAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
’ No. No. 2. Kay. CuITrTy. 
Mon., - une a Mr. Lach Mr. Lavie Mr. Rolt Mr. Beal 
Tuesda: Pugh Godfrey Leach 
Welatny is Gontrey Lavie Rolt Beal 
Thursday.. 14 woe, Pugh Godfrey Leach 
Friday ...... 15 Lavie Rolt Beal 
Saturday... 16 Feuleten Pugh Godfrey Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. a. OH. 
. 11 Mr, Clowes Mr. Carrington Mr, {ymberton 
12 Koe Jackson 
13 Clowes Carrington ) 
14 Koe Jackson 
15 Clowes Carrington Pemberton 
16 Koe Jackson Ward 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette-—FRipay, June 1, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Dersee & BourRNES, LIMITED.—Petn for win up, presented May 28, directed 
heard before Chitty, J., on June 9, om r & Oo. Co., Bond  f Walbrook, 
pons for petners 
PATENTS, DESIGNS, AND TRADE MARKS DEFENCE ASSOCIATION, LiwITED.—Petn 
for winding up. presented May 16, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on 
June 9. Tweed, Devereux ct, Strand, ye for a 
UNLIMITED IN 
Conmmmnenss, BANK OF LONDON. Stirling, J m ay - an order dated March 17 
ppointed Richard Thomas Corfield, Ethelbu: Home, _pishopagate st, an 
Hired Good, 57, Moorgate st, to be Joint official offi liqu 
Oonway PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDIN cman ie | for winding up, pre- 
sented May 24, directed to be heard before North, J., on June 9, & 
a, r. ohn st, Bedford row, agents for Chamberlain, Llandudno, solors for 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED 
Baptist SICK AND BENEFIT SOCIETY, Baptist Chapel, Swallow 


MILIsTONE Hitz 
Nest, York. May 25 
London Gasette—Touxspay, June 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Sun PoRTLAND CEMENT CO, LIMITED.—Stirling, J., has, we order dated Jan 26, 
appointed Robert William Bilby, 77, Grealam of be official li one. 
Creditors are required, on or before July 3, to ond ote names and 
and particulars of their debts and claims, to the above. Tuesday, July 10, at 
12, is appointed for hearing and adj wiiaeiiet upon debts and claims 

SYKEs, CVAY, AND CopD Co, LIMITED.—By an order made by Chitty, 
J., dated April 28, it was ordered that’ the voluntary — up of the com- 
pany be continued. Wilson & Co, Copthall bdgs, solors for petners 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

COMPANY OF PROPRIETORS OF THE -- Arun NAVIGATION.—Petn for winding 

up, presented June 1, heard before North, J., on June 16. 





to be 
Durant, jun, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st, solor for petner 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLAIM, 

London Gasette.—Tumspay, June 5. 


Ex11oTT, CHARLES, Richmond, Vistorts, ty Oct 12. Elliott v Johnson and 
Wingrove, North, J. Cotching, H: 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLArm™. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 25. 
Bgwnnett, Isaac, Portvbello rd, Notting hill, Job Master. June 28. Metcalfe, 
Furnival’s inn 
Branigp. JANE, Pershore, Worcester, Market Gardener. June 23. Knott, 


orcester 
Oxnvss, ANN, Plymouth, Devon. July 10. Rooker & Co, Plymouth 


DIck, any my 2 Jay™, Norland sq, Notting hill, June 25. Murr & Rusby, Lin- 
colu’s 
Dyer, Fanny, Plymouth, Devon. June 2. Shelly, Plymouth 


FOTHERGILL, JOSEPH, Tynemouth, Shipbroker. June15. Mary Fothergill, Park 
rd, Newcastle on 
GROSVEYOR, ANNE, Brailsford, Derby. Augi. Wise & Co, Ashborne 


Guy, Bgssrg, Shepherd’s Bush. June 25. Phelps & Co, Gresham st 
HALisurRTON, SARAH HARRIET, Richmond. July 10, Bircham & Co, Old Broad 


street 
HARRISON, JOHN, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. July1. Leak & Co, Hull 


— ~*~ Coane, O Stockton on Tees, Mariner. July 1. Hunton & Bolsover, 
kton on 

mary, 5 RICHARD a Bishopswood, nr Brewood, Stafford. July 2, Gatis, 
lverham 

HERRIOTT, Tisanes, ie Brighton, Coachbuilder. June 80. Stevens & Son, Brighton 


a Bath rd, Hounslow, Esq. June 30. Evans & Blax- 

astc 

J. ALzOM, ¢ > Woburn pl, Russel sq, Esq. June 26, Lee & Pembertons, Lin- 
] 

LEwI1s, SAMUEL, Holborn Bars, Draper. July 2. Olarke, High Wycombe 


MIDDLETON, HELEN, Fulham rd. June 30. Barlow & James, Lime st 

Paxon, GreorGE KrrxuaM, Dorking, Surgeon. July 2. Chaldecott, Dorking 

PRIORAED, WItu1aM, Newcastle, Esq. June 23. Smith & Sons, Weston Super 
are 

Rawson, HENRY, Northwich. July 1. Dunster & Chapman, Henrietta street, 


Cavendish sq 
RoceErs, CHARLOTTE GRENFELL BRIDGMAN, Totnes, Devon. June 30. Rogers, 


) 


mouth 

Roam, CF CHARLES, Walton on Thames, Butcher. June 24. Paine & Brettell, 
erts 

Soort, PREDURION Bowes, New York, Merchant. June 11. Morley, Cheapside 


SINCLAIR, JOHN, Leigh, Lancaster, Stonemason. June 9. Widdows, Leigh 
Spinks, JOHN, Gainsborough, Gent, June30, Credland, Gainsborough 
STEER, W1LLIAM GEORGE, Northwold rd, Upper Clapton, Esq. June 25. Phelps 


& Co, Gresham st 
TANNER, WILLIAM, Avenue rd, Regent’s pk, Esq. July 31. Wilson, Plymouth 


ee <a, Hawling, Glos, Gent. June 19. Mullings, Ellett, & Co, 
rencester 
WAtTEINS, CHARLES, Wilcroft, Hereford. Augi. James & Co, Hereford 


Woo.iertT, WriL1AM FIsHER, Rochester, Butcher. July 23. Prall, Rochester 


London Gasette.—TUESDAY, May 29. 
BERNEY, GEORGE DUCKETT, Morton, Norfolk, Esq. Aug 1. Keith & Co, Nor- 


wic. 
Cara, Bannana, Cadogan sq. July 7. Longbourne & Stevens, Lincoln’s inn 
2: 


Cancacee, yan Freperick, Bracknell, Berks. June 30. Iliffe & Co, 
Bedford row 
OHARMBURY, SARAH, Worton, Wilts. June 30. Meek & Co, Devizes 


OLARK, JOHN, Butterwick, Lincoln, Farmer, May 31. Waite & Co, Boston 

CLARKSON, Many, Victoria rd, Peckham. July 10, Plaskitt, Lincolo’s inn fields 

Commugenas, Sovuta, Ightham, Kent. June 30. Burdett & Co, Bridge st, 

Drxon, A WELLINGTON, Abatet a nr Newtown, Montgomery, Gent. 
July Tylee & Co, Essex st, Stran: 

DoveL ast, “Ronan, Cheltenham, Gent. June 21. Winterbotham & Gurney, 


DUNHILL, Tuomas, Brierley, York, Farmer. July 26. Raley & Son, Church st, 


B le 
EDWARDS, THOMAS, Alton Pancras, Dorset, Miller. June 24. Andrews & Co, 


r 
FORREST, JOHN, Sydney st, Esq. June 30. Prideaux & Sons, Goldsmith's Hall 
Gx, GEORGE EpwakrbD, Chesterfield, Solicitor. July 10. Wilson, Sheffield 
GoFF, Mary ANN, taeoyeth st, New Oross. Junes. Hogan & Hughes, 
GOWING gin's lang, Onnson Sine Fensyave Primrose hill, Veterinary Surgeon. 
June 30. Dorr th Go Badtord : F : 
v Sanne, a ymm, Chester, Gast. ye une 30. Ridgway & Worsley, Warring- 


HUMPHREYS, Tom, Southsea, Tailor, June 20. Blake, Portsea 
er ~~" Wuatam, Jermyn st, Lieut. Colonel. Aug 1, Berkeley & Son, 


NICOLL, y *+-y st, Mite End. June24. Witty, Old Jewry chbrs 

OVERMAN, E1iza, Mount a, ann lane, Upper Clapton. June 15. Plunkett & 
Leader, St Paul’ 8 churchyar 

PETT, = OSEPH RILETT, Walthoveoter, Upholsterer. July 9. Ratcliff, Leadenhall 


PICKERING, JOHN ROBERTSON, Anerley, Surrey, Corn Factor. June 30. Plews, 
e 
ange. ARTHUR FREDERIC, Bow lane, Agent. June 14. Greenfield, Queen 


cto! t 
waves, Euzauern ANN, Midsomer Norton, Somerset. June 30. Rees-Mogg & 
+ 0. 
tens, WALTER, Corrance rd, Acre lane, Brixton, Gent. July 5. Greening, 
SmaTuvaRst, Exjza, Mansfield, Notts. June 14. Alcock, Mansfield 
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SNEYD, Marky JANE, Andover. June 30. Meek & Co, Devizes 
THOMSON, Wists, Ryder’s ct, Leicester sq, Baker. July 1. Nickinson & Co, 


cery lane 
TUXFORD, Maky ANN, Norwich. June 29. Goodchild, Norwich 
VALLACK, CHARLES SALMON, Stoke Devonport, Esq. July 2. Charles H Benett, 


Venneume, 2, GxoRG CHRISTOPH, Vienna, Banker. June 30. Gribble, Abchurch 
WARREN ., Harry InGaTE, Porchester terr. July 1. Johnson & Co, Old Broad 


a ay, Paeenace JAMES, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Gent. July 8. Rogers, 
WiILxrson, ROBERT HINDLEY, Cheefield, Hertford, fretired Lieut-Col. J 
w Hawkins ec Co, (ON, a s bre _— sen 
ILKs, LOMON, en row, Spitalfields, Ci M fa . 
—— / my meme’ ven row, Sp: elds, Cigar Manufacturer. July 16 
WoopHEaD, JOHN, Wodiceter, Cartier. June 24. Sutton & Co, Manchester 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. —Before —~ py 
or renting a house have the Sani arrangements thoroughly ex: ed b 
- from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st. fo 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —(apvr.] 


AMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
= s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. Price 13 commen The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method entirely his own.—[ ADVT.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, June 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
aacagens, 5 EmILE, Loughborough pk, Gent. High Court Pet March 28 Ord 


Bacom, 5 A Ion, Cambridge, Tobacconist Cambridge Pet May 28 Ord 
ay 
Barton, RicHarD, Fenchurch st, Boot Dealer High Court Pet May 5 Ord 


May 29 
BELL, THOMAS, Middlesborough, General Dealer Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
Brssings, WILLIAM, Tormoham, Devon, Tripe Dresser Exeter Pet May 29 


ay 29 
BRIAN, Meter . yo. rd, Denmark hill, no occupation High Court Pet 
y a 
CANT, JAMES, ioowieh Baker Ipswich Pet May 29 Ord May 29 


CARPENTER, CHARLES WILLIAM, Dinas, Glamorgan, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 
— = ‘anoncs, Lawe, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton Pet May 28 Ord 
ay 28 
CHAPMAN, CHARLES EDWARD ALLEN, Lavenham, Suffolk, B 
us oe ie May 30 uw » Brewer Colchester 
CookE, Mary Fe residence unknown, Spinster High Court Pet April 16 


d May 
Coorms J 2 _ avenue, Brixton hill, Builder High Court Pet April 18 


covrtusp, Honenr FENTON, New Brighton, Joiner Birkenhead Pet May 28 
ay 

DAVEY, ALFRED, Frome, Commission Agent Frome Pet May 30 Ord May 30 
Drxon, James, Kendal, Grocer Kendal Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


Dey, RicHakD, Rochdale, Soap Manufacturer Oldham Pet May 29 Ord 


ay 29 
ra, Buz ae, < Quedgeley, Gloucestershire, Widow Gloucester Pet May 
ay 30 
GAMBLE, FREDERICE, Leicester, Builder Liecester Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
GREEN, ALFRED ~~), 7 Poult Financial Agent High 
:. ena tees . ry, al Agen igh Court Pet 
GREEN, JOHN, Leicester, : Leicester Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


aaa, San C, Anerley, Commission Agent Croydon Pet May1 Ord 


ay 14, 
HARVEY, vo CRAWFORD, Gt St Helens, Merchant High Court Pet Dec 17 
A Wallingfen, Yorks, Innkeeper Kingston upon Hull Pet May 29 
a 
EY, FREDERICK EDWARD, Geattord upon Avon, Li Vi - 
+ Pot May 23 -Ord May p n, Licensed Victualler War 
JENKINSON, . Fulbeck, oe Shoemaker Nottingham Pet May 28 


Ord May 28 
Soa, Seeae, West Kirby, Cheshire Birkenhead Pet May 15 Ord 


ay 
cuz. Ly ipeattiow, Montgomeryshire, Boot Dealer Newtown Pet 
ay 28 
Lavan. + aah Gt Dover st, Southwark, Schoolmaster High Court Pet May 29 
r 
MARTIN. Wottaae:, and JOHN = yond peaaeee, Mark 
cosine ith Gasse ban On arket Harborough, Builders 
MiLEs, THomas, Leicester, Solicitor » > Pet May 29 Ord May 29 


Murpocn, James Dovcras, Blackpool, Draper Preston Pet May 28 Ord 


ay 

NICHOLLS. ARTHUR, the elder, and ARTHUR ep ey > 

Cabinet Makers Swansea Pet May 28 ‘Orda Ma irs pace uennecs 
we Ss we Nottingham, Framework Kvitter Nottingham Pet 

May FREDERICK "ieenen, Hastings, Solicitor Hastings Pet May7 Ord 
PORTER, "yaues WILLIAM. Newcastle on Tyne, Corn Merch 

Tyee Pet May iS Ord May 9 » Corn Merchant Newcastle on 
RaIsHER, WILLIAM numa Gloucester, Corn Merchant Gloucester Pet 

May 2 Ord May 
ro, Sevvcndectwest, Draper Pembroke Dock Pet May 19 Ord 
Reaves, taney and BENJAMIN EpDwW. W: B Walthams 

ARD WILLJAM BOoTsE, 

Printers High Court Pet May 14 Ord May 28 wie 

Ricg, JoHN WILLIAM, Brunswick sq, Baker Exever Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


RICHMOND, Amos, Nottingham, Tailor Nottingham Pet May 3) Ord May 30 


Rossirer. WILLIAM ey Saint " 
Pet May 90. Ord May int George, Gloucestershire, Butcher Bristo 





SIMP3ON, MASEe, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester Pet May 28 Ord 
a 
a Groscs, Rickmansworth, Herts, Plumter St Albans Pet May30 Ord 


ay 30 
Watson. 1 Joun, Wor ton, Provision Dealer Cockermouth and Workington 
Pet May 26 Ord May 30 
WEEDING, WILLIAM acm. West Cowes, I W, Chemist Newport and Ryde 
et May 30 Ord May 30 
WELHAM, JOHN CHARLES, = Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler Gt Yarmouth 
Pet May 28 Ord Ma 7° 
WHITEHEAD, RICHARD, sapeneenl, Leicestershire, Farmer Burton on Trent 
Pet May 28 Ord May 
| Waar EDWAED, Ashford, Kent, Corn Dealer Canterbury Pet May 29 
ay 2 
WokrrtTH, Canis OLIVER, Bristol, Confectioner Bristol Pet May 30 Ord 


ay 30 
WRIGLEY, ELIZABETH, Oldham, Innkeeper Oldham Pet April30 Ord May 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bacon, James Ion. Cambridge, Tobacconist June 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Brssines, WILLIAM, Tormoham, Devon, Tripe Dresser June 12 at 11 Castle, 


xeter 
BLACKBURN, Joun, Leeds, Joiner June tiat3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


BULLER, the Hon WALTER YARDE, Churston, Devon, Gent. June 8 at 2.30 10, 
Atheneum terr, Plymou 
oo, = GrorGE, Luton, Straw Hat Maker June 9 at 11 Off Rec, Park st W, 


CuarMan, c 'HARLES EDWARD ALLEN, Lavenham, Suffolk, Butcher June 12 at 
2.30 32, Carr st, Ipswich 

Day, THOMAS TUNNICLIFFE, and THOMAS BRIAN, Longton, Staffs, Earthenware 
Makers June 11 at 3.15 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

Dr1xon, RICHARD, Rochdale, Soap Maker June 12at 11.15 Townhall, Rochdale 


Drew, GEORGE WILL1aM, White Horse lane, Mile End, Greengrocer June 8 at 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
ELLIs, Ricanp, High st, Aldershot, Butcher June 11 at 2.30 Townhall, Farn- 


FAwxes, t SAMUEL THOMAS, Pennicote ter, Bell rd, Hounslow, Furniture Dealer 
June 8atit 16 Room, 30 and 31. St Swithin’s lane 

FEeRGuUs, ROBERT, Heath and Reach, - as Horse Dealer June 8 atii Elephant 
and Castle Hotel, Linslade, Bucks 

FRIEND, JOHN, Wisbech, Cambs, General Dealer June 8 at 10.15 Court house, 


GAMBLE, RED ERICK, Leicester, Builder June 13 at 12.30 28, Friar lane, 


Leicester 
GREEN, JOHN, Leicester, Grocer Juneltat3 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


HEpworTH, RicHaRD, Horbury, Yorks, Flock Manufacturer June 8 at 11 Off 
Rec, Bond ter, Wakefiel 
Hore, WILLIAM HEwRY, Stockton on Tees, Joiner June 12 at 11 Off Kec, 8, 
Albert rd, Middlesborough 
JoHNSON, CHRISTOPHER, jum, | semaine, Licensed Victualler June 14 at 10 1, 
Trinity chbrs, Col 
JOHNSON, JOHN, and Geamees WILLIAM JOHNSO 
Makers Juneiiat3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs. Ba Bat 
JONES, JOHN, Harlech, Sena, & Blacksmith J er 3 at2 Cocoa Rooms, 
Church st, Blaenau Fes niog 
Kempson, Henry, Cowley rd, mart on st, General Dealer June 8 at 11.30 1, 8t 
dates, Oxford 


Ny Dewsbury, Yorks, Card 
ey 


KiNG, stapes, Herne Bay, Hotel Keeper June 9 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

KInsEY, GEORGE, Llanidloes, Montgomeryshire, Boot Dealer June liati Off 
Rec, Llanidloes 


Lockwoop, CHARTES, and AARON WoRSLEY, Huddersfield, Worsted Cloth Manu- 
-facturers June Sat 5 Haigh & Son, Solicitors. New st, Huddersfield 
MANN, ra ny ag Isledon rd, Holloway, Builder June 13 at 12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
co 

Marks, 8, Lauriston rd, South Hackney, Mattress Manufacturer June 12 at 12 
33, Gare arey st. Lincoln’s inn 

MARTIS, — CORPES, Dasiinaton, Joiner June12at3 North Eastern Hotel, 

arin, n 

Martin. WILLIAM, and Joun Henry Martin, Market Harborough, Leicester- 
shire, Builders June 12at3 28, Friar Jane, Leicester 

M111s, JoHN, Wolverhampton, Tobacconist June9ati1 Off Rec, St Peter’s cl, 
Wolverhampton 

Monk, CHARLES, Hemel Mamostens, Herts, Builder June8 at 3 King’s Arms 
Hotel, Hemel Hempstead. 

ae SIMEON, Birmingham, oe ler June 12 atil 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


am 
MULBALL, MICHAEL ne Southport, Boot Dealer June 12 at3 Off Rec, 35 
Victoria st, Liverpoo 
NAYLOR, GEORGE HEATH, Hovland Nether, Yorks, Stationer June 12 at12 Off 
Rec, Fig Tree lane, Sheffield 
N ICHOLLS, ARTHUR, the elder, ARTHUR NICHOLLS, the younger, Swansea, Cabinet 
Makers Juneitat12 Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
PoRTER, JAMES WILLIAM, Newcastle on syae, Corn Merchant June 12 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Pink lane. Newcastle on Tyn 
RICE, JOHN } Brunswick sq, Ba oy June i1ati1 Off Rec, 13, Bedford 
circus, Exete 
RINDER, JOSEPH FREDERICK, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer June 1latil Off Rec, 
, Park row Leeds 
ROBERTS, EDWARD, Whittington rd, powes Pea, Wood Green, Potato Salesman 
June 8 ati2_ 33, Carey st, Lincoln 
ee WIM SIsson h st, Donttord. Oil Man June 11 at3 109, Victoria 
Westminster 
Snacomps, JOSEPH Mn a er Birmingham, Tobacconist June 13 at 11 25, 
Colmore row, Birming 
me ——— Leicester, Boot Manufacturer June 13 at 3 28, Friar lane, 
cester 
THACERAH JOSEPH ant, Aldersgate st, Printer June 12at12 Bankrupt:y 
bldngs, Lincoln’s 
TISLEY, ALFRED, Fleet oo t, Vestry Clerk JuneS8atil 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


WAIN, JAMES, Hanley, Staffordshire, Auctioneer June 9a‘ 11.30 Off Rec, New- 
castle under Lyme 

WELHAM, J oo CHARLES. Got Yarmouth, Licensed Victualler June 9 at1 
Off Rec, 8. King st, Norwic! 

WwW mapyem. 2 ” AMOS, Sileby, = Baker JuneSati2.30 28, Friar lane, 

iceste 
Wrenn, HENRY, Cheltenham, Coach Buikier June 8 at 2.30 County court, 
Sheltenham 

WYLIE, FSEDERICK W1i114M, Torquay, Confectioner June 8atii Off Rec, 13, 
Bedford circus, Exeter 

Touns, Saasam HEnkY, Holloway, Butcher June 14 at11 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s 


ADJUDIOCATIONS. , 


AUSTIN, CHRISTOPHER, Brighton, Mantle Manufacturer High Court Pet March 
) 8 OrdMay 30 
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Bacog, ——_ Ion, Camb:idge, Tobacconist Oambridge Pet May 28 Ord 


a 

BELL, THOMAS, Middlesborough, General Dealer Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

ae Tormoham, Devon, Tripe Dresser Exeter Pet May 29 


Buss, WILLIAM A ome, Ba Balsall Heath, Worcestershire, Baker Birmingham Pet 
& ir & 
oom, FRED ERIC S RICHARD, Poughill, Cornwall, Gent Barnstaple Pet March 


Ord 
Baus, Winiiam,. Daneville rd, Denmark hill, no occupation High Court Pet 
May 20 Ord May 30 
Brown, MArGARRT, Stockton on Zoen, Geecer Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet iy be Ord May 
CANT, JAMES, Ipswich, Baker ty Pet May 29 Ord May 29 


CARPENTER, CHARLES Dba Porth, Glamorganshire, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet May 29 Ord M: = 
CARROL, ROBERT, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet Aprili4 Ord May 26 


Canta, Gucnen, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton Pet May 28 Ord 
a 
Goeay, Jous + am Bicknoller, Somersetshire,Gent Taunton Pet May 14 


COUPLAND, ROBERT Funcom, New Brighton, Cheshire, Joiner Birkenhead Pet 
May 28 Ord May 


DAVEY, ALFRED, F — hy Cemndeten Agent Frome Pet May 30 Ord May 30 


Day, THOMAS TUNNICLIFFE, and THomas BRIAN, Longtos, Staffs, Earthenware 
Makers Stoke on Trent Pet May10 Ord May 
D1xon, JAMES, Kendal, Grocer Kendal Pet May 25 ‘Ord May 38 


Drxon, RICHARD, Rochdale, Soap Maker Oldham Pet May 29 Ord May 29 
—_—— Heath and Reach, Beds, Horse Dealer Luton Pet May 23 


GAMBLE, FREDERICK, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
GREENWOOD, JOHN, Derby, Turner Derby PetMay1 Ord May 30 

HALL, WALTER JAMES, Twickenham, Clerk High Court Pet May 18 Ord May 30 
HARDING, ROBERT, Chesham, Bucks, Farmer Aylesbury Pet May 16 Ord May 30 


aanae, feat, Wetting, Yorks, Innkeeper Kingston upon Hull Pet May 
ay 29 


H11, Ja = Henry, Ash-terr, Cricklewood, Plumber Barnet Pet May 16 


ord ay 26 
Hore, WILLIAM HENRY, Stockton on Tees, gone Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough Pet May 12 Ord M 
JONES, Maden gl CLAYTON, and eee * Winscax Byrnzs, Liverpool, Merchants 
ool Pet Apr 36 Ord May 
KEMrSON, RY, Oxford, General Dealer Oxford Pet May is Ord May 29 


KNAPTON, ALBERT, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet May 22 Pet May 30 


Die RatPH KEKEWICH Setenttt’s bldgs, Temple, Barrister at Law h 
moeeutt Pet April 17 Ord May - ie ~~ 


Dae Ashford, Kent, 7 Tobacconist Canterbury Pet May 23 Ord 
som gam DovuGtas, Blackpool, Draper Preston Pet May 28 Ord 


y 

NICHOLS, ARTHUR, the elder, and ARTHUR NICHO the younger, 8 
Cabinet Makers Swansea Pet May28 Ord Ma 4 tags acs 

Moresta, aes, = Hanley, Confectioner Hanley, San, and Tunstall Pet May 

ay 30 

RAISHER, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Pippeutcie, Gloucestershire, Corn Merchant 
Gloucester Pet gi Ord May 29 

REEVES. HaRgvey, and ITE, BENJAMIN ory Wrt11aM, Walthamstow, 
Prin High Court Pet May 14 Ord Ma 4 

RIcE, JOHN WILLIAM, Torquay, Baker Exeter Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


JaMES BENSON, Rushden, pene, Shoe Manufacturer 


Northampton Pet April 23 Ord M 
sneeey, Hagey, Leicester, Boot A, i. + Leicester Pet May 28 Ord 


y 28 
Scort, CHARLES, Oldham, Lancashire, late Innkeeper Oldham Pet April 30 
ay 2 
TEAL, MATTHEW, iver =e nr Yh ad Bridge, Yorks, Corn Dealer Northaller~ 


ton Pet A 
WATSON, JOHN, 1 Workaagte ton, Pr vision D k th 
Pet May 26 Ord May 30 m, Provision Dealer Cockermouth and Workington 


WEBsp, H., tet vad “high Court. Pet July 29, 1887 Ord May 28 


ay Oxspim, Gt Yarmouth, J.icensed Victualler Gt Yarmouth Pet 
re % Ord May 


wate EDWARD, “Ashford, Kent, Corn Dealer Canterbury Pet May 28 

Wison, J ome aun, Hingham, Norfolk, Innkeeper Norwich Pet May7 Ord 

Woon, JoHN, Oldham, Druggist Oldham Pet May5 Ord May 90 

Woop, 8 and HENRY PEACEY, . ite ate Artificial Flower Manufac- 
turers h Court Pet April 30 

ena JOHN ARTHUR, Derby, Silk Pome Derby Pet Mayi2 Ord 

Worms, CsAnEmS OLIVER, Bristol, Confectioner Bristol Pet May 30 Ord 


Weng! Furomicx Wit11AM, Torquay, Confectioner Exeter Pet May14 Ord 


London Gazette.—TuEspDAY, June 5, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


B Henry, Rothwell, Northamptonshire, Commission Agent Northampton 
et June 2 Ord June 2 


Bootu, Hakry, Leicester, Innkeeper Leicester Pet June? Ord June 2 
Bacay, Tmoeas PETER, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Gent Brighton Pet June 2 Ord 
— EDWARD, Marton, Lincs, Innkeeper Lincoln Pet May11 Ord 
CARVER, JAMES, Nottingham, Machinist Nottingham Pet June1 Ord June1 
CROWTHER, THOMAS, York, Plumber York Pet June1 Ord June 1 
ae , cA, Lechlade, Gloucestershire, Grocer Swindon Pet June1 Ord 
, HENRY, Cheltenham, Builder Cheltenham Pet May 31 Ord 
me . ° ae. Staffordshire, Innkeeper Nantwich and Crewe Pet 
une 1 
Fox, SaxtvE Ta THOMAS, Frettenham, Norfolk, Gardener Norwich Pet June 1 
renee are) PRATT, Reading, Commercial Traveller Reading Pet May 


FREETH, @: 
na mong Qantas, Stoke Devonport, Carpenter East Stonehouse Pet 





GitL, JoHN RICHARD ne Huddersfield, Aerated Water Manufacturer 
Huddersfield Pet Men 81 "ord pee 
Groom, FRANK, residence unknown High Court Pet April25 Ord May 80 


Hasan, elie Lodging House Keeper Oardiff Pet May 28 Ord 

a 

HUvGHEs. - wes, GRIFFITH J ae ages, Liangeiien, » Denbigh, Commission Agent Wrexbam 
vs, HvaH, Llandegfan, Anglesey, Builder Bangor Pet June 2 Ord 


e 2 
Juxx, JOUR, and Wri11aM LaTHaM, Birmingham, Solicitors Birmingham Pet 


Ord June 2 
eee . pny Defynock, Brecon, Shoemaker Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 2 
use 


KELDAY, ARTHUR, WILLIAM CoRNIsH Coopgr, and Percy GriLLinG, Sydenham, 
Auctioneers High Court Pet April2: Ord Junet 
La my 57 aoe BRADFIELD, St Martin's le Grand, Clerk High Court 
1 
Lou Hox = tee Worcester, Tea Merchant Worcester Pet Junei Ord Junel 
— Te Tomas, Chorley, Lancashire, Beerseller Bolton Pet June? Ord 
un 
atmasn, I ng dy Foster, Northowram, nr Halifax,Grocer Halifax Pet June 


une 1 
Pune, WILLIAM Henry, Bradford, out of business Bradford Pet May 30 Ord 
t 
PLUMTBEE Tom Betts, Guhem rd, Wimbledon, Builder Kingston, Surrey 
Pet June2 Ord June 
POL, J ARTHUR THOMAS, Eases, Music Seller Leicester Pet June 1 Ord 
une 1 


RATHBONE, GEORGE, and RosErT RaTHsBoNE, Northwich, Stonemasons Nant- 
wich and ero Pet June 1 — Junel 


ROBERTSON, RICHARD Mery Magdalen, Norfolk, 
Machinist King’s Lynn Pet Mee at Ord May a 

RosBinson, SAMUEL, Wigsto: ep Leicestershire, Clerk in Holy Orders 
Leicester Pet gue Ord J 


Roan, Saeeaa, Nantymoel, nr Bridgend, Grocer Cardiff Pet May 29 Ord 


RUTHERFORD, Fasneck, residence unknown, Tailor High Court Pet May 26 
Ord Ma: 
SCHOFIELD. Iowan ) 7 Derbyshire, out of employment Chesterfield 


Pet May 31 Ord May 
a ~ , CHARLES, r, Carriage Builder Leicester Pet June 2 Ord 


e2 
SPARKS, ‘Feancis, and JaMEs JEFFORD, Huddleston rd, Willesden green, Builders 
High Court PetJune1 Ord June1 
mre, = RAYNHAM, Great Tower st, Tea Dealer High Court Pet May4 Ord 
Stowe, G. 7 and W. J. Hawss, Gresteshouse st, Importers of Lamps High 
Court’ Pet Mays Ord May 
TILBURY, GEORGE, Dener Canterbury Pet Junei Ord Junet 
WALKER, Henry, Sheffield, Baker Sheffield Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
WATERMAN, LovIs DALE, Strand, Accountant High Court Pet April 24 Ord 
WEsB, WILLIAM, Middleton Stoney, Oxfordshire, Baker Banbury Pet May 18 
Ord June t 


wae A May ot Huau, Lianllechid, Carnarvon, Quarryman Bangor Pet May 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bansow, Oxanems CHARLES, iz a Most Retford, Notts, Milk Seller June 13 at 12 Off Rec, 31, 
ver 8 coln 
Brcxerr, J ouen JAMES, East Greenwich, Kent, Bargeowner June 20 at 3 109, 


Victoria s' 
a Gnomon” ek Y, Green pan ot, Leicester sq, Music-hall Artiste June 12 at 
BRYAN, GEORGE WARD, ‘Marton, Lines, Innkeeper June 13at12 Off Reo, 31, 
Silver st, Lincoln 


Came, Jaan, Ygowion Raber June 12 at 12 Off Rec, 2, Westgate st, Ipswich 
CaRROL, ROBERT, Cardiff, Draper June 12at12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
CuEEK, ManRTIN, Cardiff, Plumber June 12 at 2.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


a FENTON, New B Foreman Joiner June 13 
48, Hamilto ton sq, | kee 
cena’ hn York, Plumber June 15 at12 Off Rec, York 


Davey, ALFRED, Frome, Somersetshire, Commission Agent June 19 at 10,30 
George sorue: Hotel, Frome 


Eaton, HENE 7 je (usanan, Connon ot, inenstel Agent June 13 at12 33, Oarey 
coln’s 
 Writaam panies Maar, Ghettenhem, Builder June 14 at 4 County Court, 


& + Marsh, nr Huddersfield, Aerated Water Manufacturer 
aes Haigh & Sons, Solicitors, New st, Huddersfield 


GosBy, HENRY, Herbert st, Hoxton, Upholsterer June 14 at 11 Bankruptcy 

tidgs, Portugal st, Linoola’s inn flelds 
Gaaee ILL1AM HENRY, Kor Lincolnshire, Smackowner June 18 at 12 
Off Rec. 3, E &§ — = Os 


Grims' 
WALTER Twickenham, Clerk June 14 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs 
mn Portugal a Een ee nels vite! r 


HARDING Roma, a, Chadha, Bucks, Farmer June 15 at 12.30 Red Lion Hotel, 
HowWE, AD. 7 Saxton, Derbyshire, Carter June 12 at 11,15 Of Rec, Coun 
chmbrs’ Market 1, 8 ad 
Howmzs, MorGay, % Grocer June 22 at 3.30 Off Reo, 
uueen 
Latou, Tuomas, Newport, Mon, Colliery Proprietor June 18at12 Off Rec, 12, 
LEwIs, fivas, Mertayr Tydfil, Flannel Merchant June 18 at 12 Off Reo, 


Lou pty a Tea Merchant June 15 at11 Off Rec, Worcester 
Manrammase, Taemae, Chorley, Lancs, Beerseller June 16 at 10 16, Wood st, 
olton 


Mzt1Lor, RicHARD Foster, Northowram, nr Halifax, Grocer June i2at10 Off 

Murzs, THomas, Leicester, Solicitor June 12 at 12.30 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

NIcHOLs0N, Down. Manchester, June 12 at 11.80 Off ’s 
os ALD, , Draper Rec, Ogden’ 


rier, EG , FUEEeR, out of 'Dattnese June 18 at11 Off Reo, 31, 
r row, Bradford 


TLLIAM Co’ St Geo Butcher June 14 at 3.30 
as USSENS, Tge, Glouces, 


SCHOFIELD, EDWARD. t of t June id at 3 
Hotel, Gace » Chesterfield, ou employmen' Angel 
SHERBORN, o1s, Bedfont, Farmer June 13 at 3,80 Angel and Crown Hotel, 
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— — EpwakbD, Leeds, Shoe Factory Manager June 13 at 11 Off Rec, 22, | 


row, 8 
TILEBURY, Cneaes, Addington st, Ramsgate, Baker June 14 at4 72, High st, 


Ramsga 
WILLIAM Gaoecs, Beverley, Surveyor June 15 at 11 Off Rec, 
Trinity House lane. Hull 
'RITTON, HENRY JOHN, Portland pl, no occupation June 12at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs. Lincoln’s inn field 
Watson, JOHN, Workington, Provision Dealer June 18 at 12 67, Duke st, 


Whitehaven 
HITEHEAD, RICHARD, Netherseal, Leicestershire, Farmer June 12 at 3.15 Royal 
Hotel, Ashby de la Zouch 
WSSLEY, and SAMUEL REDGRAVE, Battersea pk rd, Grocers 
June ise at 12 Bankruote bldgs, Lincoln’s ien 
—— yey Ashford, Kent, Corn Dealer June 12 at 10 Off Rec, 11, 
ord 
WINTER, WILLIAM tye, Somes alley, E.C., Marine Store Dealer June 14 at 2.30 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s in 
hens bed eed Hastings, Clerk June 12 at 12 Off Rec, Pavilion bldgs, 


Wee, Spee OLIVER, Bristol, Confectioner June 14 at 8 Bank chbrs, 


oO 
WRIGHT, WILLIAM, Lan: 
Rec, 31, Silver st, ps me 
WRIGLEY, ELIZABETH , Oldham, Innkeeper Junei3at3 Off Rec, Priory chbrs, 
Union st, Oldham 


Ww 


ADJUDICATIONS,. 


Batt, Henny, Rothwell, Northamptonshire, Commission Agent Northampton 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 

BARBER, MARY, and JAMES AUGUSTUS ADDERLEY BARBER, Saupettqowerth, 
Hertfordshire, Coal Merchants Hertford Pet May 16 Ord May 

BARRETT, WILLIAM DENNIS, Great ayy st, Russell sq, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet May 23 Ord June1 

om SHARD, Fenchurch st, Boot Dealer High Court Pet May 29 Ord 

une 

BULLER, Hon. WALTER YARDE, Churston, Devon, Gent East Stonehouse Pet 
April 21 Ord June1 

CARVER, JAMES, Nottingham, Machinest Nottingham Pet June1 Ord June1 

CROWTHER, Tuomas, York, Plumber York Pet May 3i Ord Junei 

CuTTRISss, JABEZ, Lechlade, Gloucestershire, Grocer Swindon PetJunei Ord 


une 1 
Esssx, WILLIAM HENRY, Cheltenham, Builder Cheltenham Pet May 31 Ord 


May 31 
Fox, | gat. Tuomas, Frettenham, Norfork, Gardener Norwich Pet June1 
r une 
a esr ARD PRATT, Reading, Commercial Traveller Reading Pet May 
1 rr a 
= oy Wisbech, Cambridgeshire, General Dealer King’s Lynn Pet 
ay r 
GILL, JOHN RICHARD, an ur HusdereGeld, Aerated Water Manufacturer 
Huddersfield Pet May’ 31 d May 3 
YS a Cardift, Lodging house Hower Cardiff Pet May 28 Ord | 


Howat, ‘Monass, Maesteg, Glamorganshire, Grocer Cardiff 
Ord May 29 


HuGues, GRIFFITH JonEs, Llangollen, Denbighshire, Commission Agent Wrex- | 
e1 


ham Pet May 31 Ord Jun 
es HvGuH, Liendesten, Anglesey, Builder Bangor PetJune 2 Ord 


ag = mt Defynock, Brecon, Shoemaker Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 1 
June 


J ee Sie 5 Fulbeck, Lincolnshire, Shoemaker Nottingham Pet 
LAURIE, Sous, - Serer: st, Southwark, Schoolmaster High Court Pet May 29 
Maxcvs, M., address unknown, Clothier High Court Pet Aprilié Ord June1 

a Ty Tuomas, Chorley, Lancashire, Beerseller Bolton Pet June 2 Ord 
aum, Epwin CHARLES, Chalton st, Somers Town, Boot Dealer High Court 


“ May 2% Ord June 1 
Mow =, Cus, Hemel _ Herts, Builder St Albans Pet May 25 
rd 


Nrowors0%, 4 Bowarn, Manchester, Travelling Draper Manchester Pet May 8 

sacmoason:, EDwano, Nottingham, Framework Knitter Nottingham Pet May 

PorTER, JAMES Was: ILLIAM, Mewosstie on Tyne, Corn Merchant Newcastle on 
me Pet May15 Ord Ju 

RIcHMOND, Amos, Nottingham, Tailor Nottingham Pet May 30 Ord June 2 

Roc, zaman, Nantymoel, nr Bridgend, Grocer Oardiff Pet May 29 Ord 


ay 2 
» WILLIAM CoussENns, St George, Glos, Butcher Bristol Pet May 30 


Ord May 31 


mee EE Evi, Norfolk terr, Bayswater, Butcher High Court Pet 


4 Ord June 

SIBTHORPE, HENRY ar Hove, School Proprietor Brighton Pet May 31 

SPARKS, ee, aud JAMES JEFFORD, Huddleston, Willesden Green, Builders 
h Court PetJune1 Ord June 

STOKES, WILLIAM, Stockport, Builder Stockport Pet April 30 Ord May 81 

Famapyert, arene GEORGE, Beverley, Surveyor Kingston upon Hull 

ay rd June 


onTyne Pet May5 OrdM 


gworth, Lincs, Machine Owner June 18 at 12.30 Off | 


Pet May 16 


WALKER, HENRY, Sheffield, Baker Sheffield Pet May 31 Ord May 31 


Ware, Fle 1 -—4 Em Paces CuAsE MILLER, Oldham, Ironfounders Oldham 
| et 4 
| WILLIAMS, _JOuN =" Lilanllechia, Quarryman Bangor Pet May 31 Ord 


May 
| Wir hy: 5 on, Willsbridge, Gloucestershire, Grocer Bristol Pet May 28 Ord 


ay 3 

| WILSON, Sosure AROUSAL, Elm park terr, Fulham rd, Hosier High Court 
Pet May1 OrdJune 

WRIGHT, JOHN, Watford, Veesianen St Albans Pet May15 Ord May 30 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 


ie ~ rome Baxen, Fratton, Hampshire, Builder Portsmouth Adjud Oct 4 
n 











| SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
June 11.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Cups Hotel, Colchester, at 3 p.m., Free- 
hold Building iene (ene advertisement, June 2, p. 4). 
| June 11.—Messrs. C. & F. RuTLEY, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., +" Property 
and Freehold Meadow Land (see advertisement, June 2, p. 13). 
J pnt 11.—Messrs. W. & F. HouGHTON, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estate 

| _ and Residence (see advertisement, June 2, p. 13). 

June 12.— Messrs. DEBENHAM, SON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATEK. at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground-Rents and Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see 
advertisement, J June 2, p. 6). 

June 13.—W. A. BLAKEMORE, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground-Rents (see 
advertisement, . os 2, p 13). 

June 13.—Messrs. EDWIN Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the Mart, at 2B. .m., Leasehold 
Building Site, Reversions, Policies of Assurance, and Freehold Property (see 
advertisement, June 2, a 10). 

June 14.—Messrs. OC. C. & T. Moork, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. Poona Fenperties 
and Land and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, Tune 2 2, p. 18). 

June 14.—Meéssrs. VAUGHAN & Co,, at the ye - 2 p.m,, Freehold Preperty 
and Investments (see advertisement, June 4, 4, p.5) 

June 15.—Messrs. EDMUND ROBINS & Hing, a t the Mart, Freehold and Leasehold 
Properties (see advertisement, June 2, p. 12). 

June 15.—Messrs. EILOART, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Leasehold Premises. 

June 15.—Messrs. ELiis & Son, at the Mart, at 2 D. m., Leasehold Properties (see 
advertisement, June 2, p. 12). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


MARRIAGES. 

BELLOT—CLAREKE.—June 5, at Leamington, Hugh H. L. Bellot, of the Inner 
fore, che to Beatrice Violette, daughter of the late Charles Clarke, os Choriton- 
cum- 

Pisxen—Dar.— June 4, at St. Mary’s, Holiy-place, Hampstead, by his Grace 

the Archbishop of Glasgow, assisted by the Very Rev. Canon Purcell, M.R. 

Adela Mary, fourth daughter of Sir Henry Watson tig *. to Edward 

Francis, fifth surviving son of the Honourable Mr. Justice Day, 





DEATHS. 
SoLLy-FLooD.—May 14, at Gibraltar, Frederick SBy-Feck, of county Wexford, 
formerly Attorney-General at Gibraltar, aged 86. 
SPENCERB.—May 17, at Bombay, Nathaniel Spencer, barrister-at-law, Second 
Judge Bomber Court of Sma. | Causes, aged 61. 





The Subscription to the Soxtcrrors’ JounnaL is—Town, 268. 64d. ; 
Country, 288. 6d. ; with the Weexty Reporter, 538. Payment in ad- 
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their Volumes bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 
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